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Abstract
A model for exploring religious experience in the
everyday lives of people has been proposed, using personal
construct theory (Kelly, 1955) as a theoretical base and
source of methodology. One hundred and sixty three people
participated in the exploration. They were interviewed
about their religious background and current involvement
in religious activities. The content and organisation of
their constructs, in relation to the religious and secular
aspects of their lives, were elicited using Repertory Grid
and Implication Grid methods (Fransella & Bannister,
1977). Affective and interpersonal experience were
assessed from content analyses of the participants'
verbalisations about their lives. Religious constructs
which were common within denominational groups were
elicited from small groups of participants, using a
Sociogrid technique (Shaw, 1980). Relationships between
these dimensions of experience were hypothesised on the
basis of the personal construct model. The results
provided, not only support for the hypothesised
relationships, but also validation for both a personal
construct approach to human experience and the methodology
adopted. The implications of the results for an
understanding of religious experience, and also for the
theory of personal constructs, have been discussed,
together with implications for further research.
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CHAPTER ONE

DEFINING RELIGION

1

"Science gives to all of us telegraphy,
electric lighting and diagnosis and
succeeds in preventing and curing a
certain amount of disease. Religion gives
to some of us serenity, moral poise and
happiness and prevents certain forms of
disease as well as science does"
(James, 1902, p.205)

2

In the history of the human race there is no known
culture which has failed to produce a religion. Rappaport,
writing about religion in human evolution, stated:
"It is both plausible and prudent to assume,
at least initially, that anything which is
universal to a human culture is likely to
contribute to human survival. Phenomena that
are merely incidental, or peripheral, or
epiphenominal to the mechanism of survival are
hardly likely to become universal, nor to
remain so if they do" (1971, p.23).
Many observers of religiosity in the last century and
early this century (e.g. Freud, 1913; James, 1902) thought
that organised forms of religion, at least, would
disappear with the coming of scientific advancement, but
in fact national surveys now suggest that large
percentages of the populations in technologically advanced
countries such as Great Britain and the U.S.A. still claim
to have religious faith and retain the main traditional
beliefs (Argyle & Beet-Hallahmi, 1975; Hay, 1982).
Furthermore religious belief and commitment have shown
themselves to be not only intrinsically important to human
beings over centuries of history but also to be singular
in their powers of resistance to opposing political and
moral oppressors. Hardy (1975) pointed out that if
accounts of religious experience are still so widespread
and still form part of the central meaning system of
practically every culture, then it will take more than a
sophisticated sneer to dismiss them as illusion.
Allport (1950), commenting on the decrease in interest
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in the psychological study of religion around the middle
of this century, suggested that the persistence of
religion in the modem world had become an embarrassment
to scholars and researchers. The presence and power of
religious phenomena in people's lives, however surprising
or unexpected, is enough to justify the continued study of
individual religiosity. As scientists interested in
understanding why people change, how they cope and what
they experience, we cannot ignore these phenomena. The
primary aim of my research was to explore religious
experience in the context of the everyday lives of people.
The meaning of the word "religion" arouses
considerable controversy. Leuba's (1912) book, A
psychological study of religion, listed 48 different
definitions of religion given by various writers. Religion
has been seen as being rooted in people's sexuality or
their helplessness in a hostile environment, in their
occasional ecstatic awareness of their oneness with
nature, their processes of thinking about the problems of
the world or their own moral conflicts. Russell (1970) saw
religion as a disease born of fear and a source of untold
misery to the human race. Freud's interpretation of
religion is made clear in his statement:
"Psychoanalysis has made us aware of the
intimate connection between the father complex
and the belief in God, and has taught us that
the personal God is psychologically nothing
other than a magnified father; it shows us
every day how young people can lose their
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religious faith as soon as the father's
authority collapses. We thus recognise the
root of religious need as lying in the
parental complex" (1928, p.103).
On the other hand, Jung (1958) proposed that a
religious attitude resulted from people's experience of
gods, powers or ideals which were powerful, helpful or
meaningful enough to be carefully considered. He supported
the notion that a religious outlook on life is essential
for real healing of life's ills. Allport (1950),
similarly, believed that religion may be for some lives
the chief integrative ingredient of personality function.
He did, however, emphasise the difference between mature
and immature religion. These concepts were similar to
James' (1902) "healthy-minded" and "sick-souled"
distinction in religious experience. Thus religion has
been viewed by some as a negative influence in human
experience, by others as a positive influence, and still
others as potentially positive or negative.

Religious Beliefs
Some researchers have focussed on religion as a system
of beliefs. Argyle and Beit-Hallahmi (1975) described
religious beliefs as those relating to a divine or
superhuman power. Yinger (1970) defined religious beliefs
as a set of "mighty hypotheses", or deductions that go
beyond those admissible by an appraisal of the facts. Rowe
(1982) distinguished between "rational belief" and
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"metaphysical belief" (or over belief). Metaphysical
belief, she suggested, is belief in more than is warranted
by the evidence or can be verified. We might then call
religious beliefs "metaphysical beliefs". Yet, as we are
reminded by Rowe, the beliefs of religious people may leap
far ahead of verifiable evidence but so too do some of the
beliefs of irreligious people. Metaphysical beliefs do not
lend themselves to proof, at least not in this world, and
for many people the proving of their metaphysical beliefs
is irrelevant. These beliefs serve a purpose which
rational beliefs cannot fulfil. Whether we believe in a
God in whose hands the universe rests, or in science,
which will reveal the solutions to the world's problems,
we all gain a measure of security by placing those aspects
of life which are unpredictable and beyond human
understanding in the hands of something outside ourselves.
Beliefs, then, are of central concern not only for
religious people but for all people as they endeavour to
make sense of their personal and social worlds.

The Search for Meaning
The search for meaning has been considered to be an
inherent aspect of human nature (Frankl, 1963; Jung, 1933;
Maddi, 1972; Parsons, 1937). Human beings appear to give
meaning to the events in their lives so that these events
can become integrated into their own systems of experience

6

and to some degree all events make sense together as a
whole. In this way people seem to organise and coordinate
their reactions with those of their fellows. They can then
know both how they relate to other people and the
universe. The failure to establish meaning and
relationships, to be without identity, has been seen as
alienation or loss of direction and purpose (Fromm, 1961;
Spilka, 1976).
Religion has been viewed as a system of meaning by
which people struggle with the deeper problems of human
life (Bellah, 1964; Clock & Stark, 1965; Tillich, 1956;
Yinger, 1970). Some of the critical questions for
individuals and societies are those relating to death,
survival, the peaceful interaction and cooperation of
nations, explanations of suffering and evil and of the
powerful forces of nature which threaten to endanger the
livelihood and health of human beings. Religious
understandings have been seen as people's efforts to solve
these eternal mysteries or at least give meaning to them.
Faith in religious understandings has been assumed to be
greater for those whose disappointment in this life is
greatest (Davis, 1948; Glock, 1964; Lefever, 1977). The
existence of goals beyond this world seems to compensate
some people for frustrations they experience in striving
to reach socially acquired and socially valued ends.
However, more recent researchers and theorists have
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come to view religious meaning systems as being
applicable, not only to a metaphysical context, but to a
wide range of everyday experience (Bowker, 1976; Brown,
1966; Geertz, 1973; Godlove, 1984; Ludwig & Blank, 1969).
Mitchel (1981) has proposed that when people are
"converted" to religious beliefs they organise their
worlds in different ways and they begin to see everything
in a fresh light.

Religious Experience
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While beliefs and meaning systems may be philosophical
or cognitive in content they form the basis of people's
commitment in emotion and action. When people believe in
something they are generally disposed to act and feel in
certain ways which are consistent with those beliefs. We
cannot talk for long then about beliefs or meaning systems
before we are reflecting upon the everyday actions,
reactions, and interactions that flow from them. Men and
women who experience a direct sensation of what it is to
be religious, confirm that it is more that just belief.
Religion, they claim, is not just to make people think,
not just to add to the conceptions of science, but rather
to make people act, to aid them to live. The believer who
has communicated with God is not merely a person who sees
new truths, new meanings, but a person who feels stronger,
who feels within more force, to conquer the daily trials
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of existence (Durkheim, 1947; Ghougassin, 1972).
This is not to maintain however, that beliefs and
meaning systems necessarily arise only from deprived
conditions of human life. Thouless (1971) noted that for
religious believers, God and the spiritual world are
realities, and the adoption of proper attitudes toward
them is not merely a device to achieve freedom from
disturbance or oppression. If people believe that the
proper end of man is to love God and serve Him, then this
love and service is regarded as an end in itself, not as a
means to promote peace of mind. If tranquility and mental
health come from an attitude of acceptance of spiritual
realities, this is a good which religious people accept
gratefully. It is not the end for which the religious
attitude exits.
James' (1902) work on the psychology of religion
focussed on the experiential aspects of religiosity,
rather than on the beliefs. He understood religion to be
"the feelings, acts and experiences of individual men and
women in relation to whatever they considered to be
divine" (p„150). He concluded that some people's religious
experience arose from a sense of profound helplessness in
the face of-living, while for others religion was a
release of potential that bought about an expanded and
integrated self. The origin of religious belief, he
proposed, may be from an objective divine being or from
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the inner souls of human beings, but the result is
people's experience of life, and this is what he saw to be
relevant in studying religiosity.

Shared Religion
Religious experience is not only a personal phenomenon
but an interpersonal one. Some theorists (e.g. Lofland &
Stark, 1965; O'Dea, 1966) have argued that religion is
better understood as a social rather than an individual
phenomenon and, in fact, that people only join religious
movements as they are linked to them by interpersonal
bonds with group members. Yinger (1957) also argued that
religion was only complete as an interpersonal phenomenon,
taking on its greatest significance in the interaction of
the group. In the most obvious sense religious attitudes
and behaviours are interpersonal in that they do not
develop in isolation and are rarely expressed in isolation
from other people. From childhood to old age people
interact with others and are influenced by the behaviours
and words of those around them.
Social psycholigists and sociologists (Argyle &
Beet-Hallahmi, 1975; Luckman, 1967) have tended to see the
development of religious attitudes as following the same
empirical laws as other attitudes or beliefs. Parental
religiosity and identification with parents they have seen
as the most important factors in the formation of
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religious attitudes. They assumed that these social
influences shape and maintain the commitments and
attachments that are prominent in later life. Others (e.g.
Berger, 1970; Durkheim, 1947) have focussed on the
communal aspects of religion, seeing it primarily as a
system of beliefs and practices which unites all adherents
into a single community called a church. Allport (1950)
proposed that one reason why religion is an almost
universal attachment of mankind is that it represents, not
only a free, indestructible attachment to one's creator,
but also the unattained ideal of the brotherhood of man.
These theorists have seen religion as one important
integrating fact in the society's picture of reality.
Religion provides a socially shared set of cognitions
which provide an interpretation of reality, a definition
of self and a guide to life. If religious views are widely
held they are immensely powerful in constituting the
consciousness of individual members of the society. They
carry unquestionable force, and seem to contribute to the
emotional security of individuals and their integration
into the community. In an impersonal, tension riddled
society, where people often feel alienated and
unidentified, religious groups have been seen to provide a
supportive community and a temporary shelter from the
demanding society around it. Further, people's shared
beliefs and sense of group solidarity appear to provide
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the motivation for groups to function as constructive
change agents and to influence the direction of social
change (Antonovsky, 1979; Clinebell, 1975).
On the other hand some researchers have felt that
collective religion or organized religion is primitive and
infantile and serves only to enslave and control people.
Within organized or conventional structures of religion
people have been seen, by some observers, to lose their
subjective individualised experience. Religion as such
becomes a set of habits, behaviours and attitudes which at
the extreme are entirely legalistic and bureaucratic
(Freud, 1928; Fromm, 1961; James, 1902; Maslow, 1970).

Religion in Today's Society
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Recently it has been suggested (Nicholls & Kent, 1975)
that most societies of today have become cultural melting
pots, with encounters between East and West leading to a
pluralistic view of religion and new patterns of religious
thought and practice. Many cultures are shedding
traditional religious views and activities and as a result
religious beliefs are no longer socially constituted in
societies and no longer form part of a common structure of
plausibility. Further, it has been proposed by these
authors that religion no longer functions as a support to
the social adjustment of individuals or holds power over
them as it once did. Religious commitment now, they have
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concluded, is primarily the result of an individual
choice. People may gain some social reinforcement after
making the choice to belong to a religious group, but no
one simply participates in religion today with an
inevitable sense of belonging. That kind of participation
is more likely to be reserved for other aspects of the
culture, those with scientific and economic bases. People
who are religious today are well aware that other views,
scientific or humanistic, are genuine alternatives, and
more likely to be socially reinforced.
Illich concluded that the Christian response in the
Western world has been "deeply affected by the
acceleration of time, by change, development, by growth
having become normal and permanence the exception" (1971,
p.103). Where once we could tell the sacred from the
profane and the churchly from the secular, now, he has
proposed, religion is presented as a set of ethical or
social programs and there is little separation of sacred
and secular. Some evidence of these changes can be seen in
major Western countries. It has been noted that membership
in American religious groups has become a matter of middle
class respectability and a way of meeting people's
affiliative needs rather than a way of orienting life to
God or subscribing to a religious view of reality
(Bainbridge & Stark, 1981). Even though many Americans
feel alienated and unidentified unless they belong to one
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of the major religious divisions, many of the churches
have lost their distinctive religious content (Israel,
1968; Schweiker, 1969). In Britain religious institutions
have tended to maintain their traditional character. Yet,
it seems that religion is losing its influence, and there
has been a decline in church membership and religious
activity (Argyle & Beet-Hallahmi, 1975).
In Australian society the results of surveys conducted
in 1966, 1971 and 1977 have indicated that although the
largest proportion of the respondents claim some form of
Christian allegiance, there is a growing tendency (as much
as 47% of those sampled) for people to define themselves
as secularists (Hogan, 1979). The number of Australians
professing belief in God has fallen from 95% of the total
population in 1948 to 78% in 1980, and only 25% of
Australians attend church regularly. Fifty percent of
Australians almost never go to a church (Hynd, 1984;
Sharpe, 1983; Wilson, 1983). It has been popular to
describe Australia as a culture without religion. The
initial church model in Australia was unique in its
influence on attitudes to religion. The English brought
the Christian religion to Australia two hundred years ago
to help refine and control the convicts of the new colony.
They presented God as an overseer and used religion as a
sanction for the legal system. Like much of the way of
life the English brought to Australia, this version of
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Christianity strained against the natural environment
(Millikan, 1982; Stebbins, 1982). There has been no
general picture of Australian attitudes toward religion
since the work of Mol (1971). Considering the religious
beginnings in Australia, it seems unlikely that religious
involvement would be associated either with respectability
or cultural tradition, though Mol (1970) did find
religious commitment to be related to attitudes to sex,
gambling and politics. Wilson (1979) has suggested that in
Australia, as in other Western countries, there is a
growth of plural consciousness, acceptance of changed
moral attitudes and a sense of relativity in things like
religion. There has been too little research done in this
country for a substantial understanding of what religion
means to Australians. However, organised religion, in the
form of church groups and denominations, is still a major
institution in Australia, as in other Western societies,
and for whatever reasons, a large percentage of the
populations still claim participation and allegiance to
religion in that form.

Defining Religion
In attempting to define such a complex phenomenon as
religion we must relinquish the idea that there has been
any definition or explanation that is correct and
satisfactory to all. Some definitions would lead us to

15

think of religion as a coherent set of behaviours or
attitudes with rather sharp boundaries, which we can
generalise about. Other definitions have alluded to a
somewhat imprecise bundle of rites, beliefs, knowledge and
experiences. More complex definitions have focussed on the
meanings of religious beliefs, symbols, doctrines and
behaviours. Still other definitions have been incorporated
into notions of social and communal bonds. Maslow (1977)
concluded that sophisticated scientists are now accepting
that religious quests, yearnings and religious communities
are rooted deep in human nature and that they can be
studied, described and examined in scientific ways. But
little of this has been done. One of the problems seems to
be that for many scientists perceptible reality is still
sacred. Anything that cannot be observed or measured
precisely is profane, or certainly beyond scientific
psychology.
To study the psychology of religion we may have to
leave such questions as the reality of God for
philosophers. The arguments for God's existence have stood
for hundreds of years and the proofs either way only tend
to corroborate people's pre-suppositions. We can, with
James, concede that "if the hypothesis of God works
satisfactorily it is true. Whatever excites and
stimulates our interest is real" (1902, p.299). What keeps
religion going is not proof of the existence of God, nor
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lack of technological knowledge. It is personal
experience. Whether that experience be private or
communal, it is the personal experience of individuals,
and not the observers' interpretation of that experience
which must form the basis of our understanding of religion
in the lives of people. Therefore gathering data about
religious experience may demand, as pointed out by Havens
(1961) and Hodges (1974), that we bracket certain
presuppositions implicit in the prevailing world view, for
example, the rationalistic denial of the reality of God,
and let people tell us what their religion is about
without denying their personal realities. If we forget
that we all have metaphysical beliefs we may render
ourselves unable to understand other people.
Further, to study the psychology of religion we need a
theoretical basis which allows us to consider people's
experience in all its aspects. Bakan (1966) pointed out in
his essay on the duality of human existence that there are
two essential aspects of living in the world, both of
which need to be satisfied - agency and communion. Agency
involves the existence of an organism as an individual. It
is about purpose, separateness, control, activity and
responsibility. Communion refers to the participation of
the individual in some larger organism of which the
individual is part. It involves sharing, widening personal
boundaries, acceptance of things and love. These two
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aspects of living involve beliefs and meaning systems.
They involve acting in the world and relating to other
people. The aim of my research was to understand people's
religious experience in all of these aspects and in the
context of all other experience. The different parts of
this experience may all be separate events, may have
little in common, may play different roles and have
different meanings in people's lives. On the other hand,
all these parts may be woven together in inseparable ways.
To make sense they must be seen and interpreted within the
whole of the lives of which they are a part. This requires
a model of human experience and a method of investigation
which can account for beliefs, actions, meanings, personal
realities and interpersonal interaction in ways that are
relevant, not only to religious experience, but to all
human experience.
Before proposing such a model for understanding and
exploring religious experience, a review of the previous
research is presented in the following chapter. As my
research was carried out in Australia, where religious
involvement is predominantly associated with the Christian
religion, I decided that Christian religious experience
would be the focus of this study. Therefore the following
review has been limited to that research which has been
related to the Christian religion. The inconsistency of
the findings of the studies point to inadequate
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theoretical foundations and limited methods of
investigation. On the basis of this a new approach and a
new methodology is then proposed.

CHAPTER TWO

PSYCHOLOGICAL STUDIES OF RELIGION

"We spend more time worrying about
objectivity, operational definitions and
good experimental designs than risking
understanding the person in fundamental
ways. We then wind up with neat,
objective studies of unimportant aspects
of the person. Eventually, an emptiness
may begin to grow within us as we realise
the meaninglessness of what we are doing
as scientists.
(Leitner, 1985, p.303)

Many of the definitions explored in the last chapter
may be encapsulated in Smart's account of religion as:
"...a six-dimensional organism, typically
containing doctrines, myths, ethical
teachings, rituals and social institutions,
and animated by religious experiences of
various kinds" (1972, p.215).
Many of the researchers interested in the psychology
of religion in the last three decades have concentrated on
exploring one, or a combination of these dimensions.
Capps, Ransohoff & Rambo (1976) carried out an extensive
review of studies of religion covering a 25 year period
(1950-1974) in which they classified 858 books and 1869
articles into 6 areas of religious phenomena:
mythological, ritual, experiential, dispositional, social
and directional. They found that less than 10% of the
authors published in more than one of the six areas,
suggesting that the vast majority of people researching in
the field do not have a working familiarity with more than
one basic aspect of religious phenomena.

Personality Characteristics
The more common and more traditionally "scientific"
approaches to the study of religion have focussed on
identifying the personality charactistics of religious
people. Religion has often been represented as a single
variable in such studies, and measured by institutional
affiliation or adherence to conservative traditional
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doctrines. Some of the researchers have extracted single
variables from extensive data collections such as General
Social Surveys and Census data. The results from this kind
of research have not been consistent. Some studies have
suggested that religiosity is related to positive
psychological adjustment, satisfaction with life, less
fear of death, less psychiatric impairment and better
physical health (Argyle & Beit-Hallahmi, 1975; Comstock &
Partridge, 1972; Hadaway & Roof, 1978; Martin &
Wrightsman, 1965; McCann, 1962; Moberg & Taves, 1965;
Nelson & Cantrell, 1980). Other researchers have found
religious involvement to be associated with maladjustment,
dogmatism, anxiety, low self esteem, and inversely related
to self actualisation (Brown, 1962; Fehr & Heintzelman,
1977; Graff & Ladd, 1971; MacDonald & Luckett, 1983).
Measurement of the salience of religion in people's
meaning systems has involved their responses to questions
about the importance of religion to them or how much time
they devote to religious activities. This factor has been
found to be related to psychological satisfaction and
attitudes to sexuality, family and public life (Hoge Se
Zulueta, 1985; Roof & Perkins, 1975; Schweiker, 1969).
These studies of the physical or psychological correlates
of religious involvement tell us little about what
religious commitments mean or how they are experienced.
Personality characteristics of religious people have also
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often been found to vary with race or denominational
affiliation. St. George and McNamara (1984) and Winter
(1977) found that religiosity is more likely to be related
to happiness and life satisfaction for black people than
for white people. Church goers have been found to differ,
not only from non-church goers, but among different
churches in their value orientations (Cannell, 1985;
Lenski, 1961; Mellor & Andre, 1980; Rokeach, 1969).
Different congregations of religious people have been
found to have distinct personalities and to generate
distinct atmospheres which are related to members' sense
of satisfaction with their religious involvement
(Pargament, Silverman, Johnson, Echemendia & Snyder,
1983).
Studies which have viewed religious experience as a
personal relationship with God have focussed on factors
such as images of God, people's sense of their importance
to God, or God's provision, influence or control in their
lives. Research on images of God reveals that conceptions
of God range from loving, forgiving and merciful on one
extreme to punitive and threatening on the other
(Broughton, 1975; Gorsuch, 1968; Spilka, Armatas &
Neissbauro, 1964; Volker, 1981). Stark (1965), from
responses to 3000 questionaires, described variations in
interactions with God from acknowledging God to an
intimate interaction with God. Pargament, Steel and Tyler
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(1979) found a sense of control by God to be related to
feelings of satisfaction and pride in accomplishments.
Others have found high self esteem and high locus of
self-control to be related to images of God as
controlling, loving and accepting (Benson & Spilka, 1973;
Shaver,Lenauer & Sadd, 1980; Silvestri, 1979). Reported
attributions about God have also varied with salience and
denominational affiliation (Gorsuch & Smith, 1983;
Pargament et al, 1979; Roof & Roof, 1984; Swanson, 1971).
Some researchers have specifically tested Freud's (1928)
hypothesis that God is nothing but an exalted father
(Godin & Hallez, 1964; Nelson, 1971). These studies have
resulted in God images being correlated more positively
with the preferred parent. Researchers have interpreted
these findings as indicating a concept of God as an
"exemplar". Measuring religious experience by one aspect,
such as relationship with God, not only leads to
inconsistent results, but also limits our understanding of
how this is related to people's experience in general.

Socio-demographic Studies
Another, even more simple, approach has been to
explore not what religious people are like, but who is
religious. This approach, the socio-demographic, has
largely been based on the assumption that religion appeals
to, or is functional for the deprived or immature and that
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religious involvement is directly related to socialisation
processes. Therefore it has usually been expected that
religious experiences and beliefs would be more evident in
women, the aged, the less educated and the lower classes
and in those whose parents were also religious.
Researchers in Great Britain and the United States,
focussing on these variables, have most often failed to
find the predicted patterns (e.g. Alston & Mcintosh, 1979;
Davidson, 1977; Greeley, 1975, Hadaway & Roof, 1978; Hay,
1982; Hoge & Polk, 1980). There has been some support for
the notion that religion is more important to women than
men and is more evident in older people (Cline & Richards,
1965; Dittes, 1969; Fukuyama, 1961). Swanson's (1971)
study revealed age, sex and class differences in
respondents' descriptions of interaction with God. He
found that older, lower class people had higher belief in
God's concern and nurturing. Women more frequently
reported that God influenced their lives. Some findings
suggest that it is people with higher education and in the
higher socio-economic classes that report greater
involvement with religious organisations and more personal
religious commitment and beliefs (Campbell & Fukuyama,
1970). Hunsberger and Brown (1984) explored the influence
of religious family background in an Australian sample,
and found reported good relationships and identification
with parents to be a significant influence in religious
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beliefs and involvement. The majority of researchers
interested in socio-demographic correlates of religious
involvement have used single measures of religiosity.

Dimensionality in Religion
Since the 1950's there have been attempts to define
religion as a muIti-dimensional variable. Lenski (1961)
distinguished between "doctrinal orthodoxy" and
"devotionalism" in religious orientation. Allen & Spilka
(1967) designated this kind of distinction "consensual"
and "committed" religion and Ashbrook (1966) adopted the
terms "moral commitment" versus "calculative involvement".
The most commonly used of these two dimensional religious
orientations has been the "intrinsic" versus "extrinsic"
distinction (Allport, 1966; Allport & Ross, 1967). For the
extrinsic believer religion is seen to be outward, social
and institutionalised, useful to gain status or other
practical advantages. Intrinsic religion is viewed more as
a matter of fundamental motives or standards, a set of
values, loyalties and commitments.
Studies using these two dimensional scales have found
intrinsic, committed religious people have a more positive
outlook on death and cope better with life's problems than
those with extrinsic orientation to religion. (Pargament,
Steele & Tyler, 1979; Patrick, 1979; Spilka, Minton,
Sizmore & Stout, 1977). Baker and Gorsuch (1982) proposed
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that the reason anxiety has correlated both positively and
negatively with religious involvement in past research is
that researchers have not distinguished between intrinsic
and extrinsic religious orientation. They found intrinsic
orientation to be related to ego strength, more integrated
social behaviour, less insecurity and less anxiety.
Extrinsicness, they concluded, seems to operate in the
opposite manner. There has been a tendency to conclude
that intrinsicness and extrinsicness may be regarded as
more general personality types reminiscent of James'
distinction betweeen the "sick soul" and the "healthy
minded". One study suggested that extrinsic orientation is
found in people whose childhoods have been marked by
suspicion, distrust, insecurity and feelings of
inferiority, whereas the childhoods of
intrinsically—oriented people are more likely to have been
basically secure, so that they are confident within their
worlds (Tisdale, 1966). However, the results from these
two dimensional studies have not been consistent either.
Brown (1974) found extrinsic-intrinsic orientation to be
unrelated to sound mental health. He concluded that it was
the content of the belief system which opened or closed a
person to healthy responses to living rather than their
orientation to religion.
Batson (1976) contended that components of Allport's
original concept of mature religiosity were omitted from
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the Intrinsic-Extrinsic scales. He proposed a three
dimensional model of being religious, which included
intrinsic, extrinsic and quest. The quest dimension he
defined in terms of complexity, skepticism and
tentativeness. It measures the continual search for more
light on religious questions, which Batson saw as an
important aspect of Allport's concept of mature
religiosity. However, some findings suggest that Batson's
Quest Scale may measure religious conflict and anxiety
rather than a constructive, open-ended, questioning
orientation (Hilty, Morgan & Hartman, 1985; Spilka,
Kojetin & Mcintosh, 1985). One of the problems proposed
with these scales is that median splits are often used to
separate, for example, the extrinsically religious, from
the non—extrinsically religious, when in fact it has been
found that different populations vary widely in both the
means and the standard deviations for these scales
(Gorsuch, 1984). For example, denominational affiliation
has been found to be related to differences in
intrinsic—extrinsic orientation by numerous researchers
using these scales (Donahue, 1985; Griffin & Thompson,
1983; Strickland & Widdell, 1972).
Other researchers have developed multi-dimensional
scales for measuring religious phenomena. Glock and Stark
(1965) proposed five dimensions, including religious
belief, practise, feelings, knowledge and effects, which
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represent commitments to values and beliefs, the meanings
of ritual acts, experiential aspects, importance of
intellectual knowledge and the implications of religion
for conduct in secular affairs. They argued for the
discreteness of these dimensions. Fukuyama (1961) used
four dimensions: cognitive, cultic, creedal and
devotional, which were similar in definition to Glock and
Stark's dimensions. King (1967) collected data from
religiously committed people and found nine different
dimensions of religiosity, some of them also corresponding
closely to Glock and Stark's dimensions. Early studies
using multidimensional scales (e.g. Faulkner & DeJong,
1966; Fukuyama, 1961; Salisbury, 1962) still tended to
identify.one main common factor of religiousness, showing
linear correlations between many of the variables. In 1972
Wearing & Brown concluded that it was therefore entirely
appropriate to summarize religiosity with a single score.
However, recent research has tended to rely on a
muIti-dimensional understanding of religious involvement
(Brown & Forgas, 1980; Hilty, Morgan & Burns, 1984; Hilty
& Morgan, 1985; King & Hunt, 1975).
The inconsistency of conclusions may arise at least
partly because of the difficulty in developing well
defined concepts and reliable indices of the more
subjective dimensions of religious experience. The
explicit consensual aspects of religious involvement are
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far more accessible and manageable with traditional
scientific methods and, as Dittes (1969) concluded,
scientists have been tempted to use instances of the more
explicit variables as indices of the subjective. For
instance, Fukuyama (1961) assessed religious feelings by
items reporting devotional practise and belief in the
necessity of prayer. Lenski (1961) similarly measured
devotionalism by two items reporting frequency of prayer.
Attempts to develop scales which tap experiental aspects
of religious phenomena have been critisised for having a
large element of social desirability (Feagin, 1964). The
development of coding categories to represent the
distinctions between different dimension has been left to
the researchers' interpretation of what constitutes the
more inner, subjective elements of religiosity. Gorsuch
and McFarland (1972) argued that in Western cultures it
appears that religious people are distinguished from
non-religious people by a general dimension which reflects
an intrinsic commitment to a traditional, gospel-oriented
interpretation of the Christian faith. This dimension can
be measured with reasonable consistency by most scales
concerned with creedal assent and related beliefs and
attitudes. It also appears that studies can subdivide the
general religious dimension into more discrete factors and
dimensions which can distinguish between subgroups of
religious people. However, research in this area,
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generally, has failed to transcend the uni-dimensionality
vs multi-dimensionality question and find a way of
integrating general and diverse dimensions, and to
effectively explore the interrelationships among beliefs,
values and behaviour in a way that is relevant to people's
personal experience.

Personal Experience
Since the work of James (1902) many researchers have
pointed to the importance of personal experience and
meaning in the study of religion (e.g. Buehler, Hesser &
Weigert, 1972; Hartshorne, 1968; Maloney, 1981; Parsons,
1935; Spilka, 1970; Tillich, 1956; Widengren, 1972). What
little research has been carried out concerning the
personal, experiental aspects of religion has tended to be
associated with the more extreme forms of religious
expression, such as conversion (Christenson, 1965;
Heirich, 1977), glossolalia (Lovekin & Maloney,1977),
visions, trance states and mystical experiences (Goleman &
Davidson, 1979; Leary, 1964; Lowe, 1953; Hood, 1974;
Margoles, 1978; Sargant, 1973; Stace, 1960). Earlier work
in this area was based on theoretical assumptions
involving the relationship between religious phenomena and
personality disintegration, over dependence and
intrapsychic conflict. The intense experiences were mo&t
often labelled hysteria, eroticism, guilt or pathological
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unhappiness.
Some observers have concluded that mystical or
transcendental experiences occur in both religious and
secular environments and are psychologically,
physiologically and socially similar (Bourque, 1969;
MacLeod-Morgan, 1985). Further, recent researchers have
tended to emphasise the constructive, integrative or
problem solving functions of such experiences and the
differences between essentially psychotic and religious
experiences (Hay, 1982; Maslow, 1973). Laski (1968) found
in his study of ecstacy that this was a state in which
people lost all sense of their own personality or all
mental capacity and had a sense of purification, renewal
and union. This state, he noted, was sometimes accompanied
by a lasting and substantial mental reorganisation. Clark
(1971) similarly described intense religious experience as
a perception of the cosmic or transcendental which was
usually accompanied by changes in values and behaviours.
Hine (1970) and Heirich (1977), studying conversion, found
this experience to involve a significant "change of
heart", "bridge burning" act or "identity-altering"
experience which effected choices, behaviour and
affiliations for converts thereafter. The word religious
has thus been applied to an increasing number and type of
intensely emotional, self-transcending experiences and has
come to be associated with theories of self-actualization,
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maturation and self-expansion within the fields of
transpersonal, existential and humanistic psychology.
Of all the 20th century approaches to the study of
religious experience, the phenomenology of religion has
been the most revolutionary. Eliade (1963) suggested that
religious phenomena reveal an irreducibly religious
dimension which should be the central methodological
concern. Phenomenologists (Van Baaren & Dryuers, 19.73;
Kristensen, 1960; Otto, 1958) have focussed on the
systematic description of religious phenomena. They have
been interested in determining the value of religious
manifestations for believers. Smith (1959) emphasised that
"the externals of religion, the symbols, institutions,
doctrines, practices, are not in themselves religion,
which lies rather in the area of what these mean to those
that are involved" (p.35). However, scholars like Smith
encountered difficulties in that this approach seemed to
lack any methodological structure or framework in terms of
which we can determine whether the researchers' have
understood the religious phenomena.

The Implications of this Review of the Research
While scientists return periodically to the study of
religion, their efforts seem to fall into two different
types of methodology. One is essentially descriptive, and
preferred by those who are most impressed with the
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richness and irreducibility of religious phenomena but who
seem unable to systematically study the area in a way that
impresses taxonomic and statistic-proud scientists. The
other type has led to categorized and reductionistic
studies, which rely on questionaires and scales for data
collection, and which seem to sacrifice richness and
perhaps validity for parsimony. There are more than enough
measures and scales of general, traditional dimensions of
religious involvement. Studies using these tend to focus
on the correlates of religious experience and ignore the
experience itself.
The most extensive research (Glock & Stark, 1965;
Greeley, 1975; Hay, 1982; Wuthnow & Glock, 1974) suggests
that religious experiences are more common phenomena than
is often assumed, and that they are not, for most people,
just isolated beliefs or behaviours. Rather they are
phenomena which become part of people's orientation to
life and influences the way they view the world, the way
they behave and feel and the kind of life they make for
themselves. It is also evident that without better
theoretical and methodological structures the study of
religion in the lives of people will remain the study of
important but isolated behaviours or the meaningful but
undefined reporting of discrete experiences.
This review of the literature has revealed a need for
a theoretical and methodological framework through which
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to explore a more integrated approach to religious
experience in people's lives, one which provides for an
understanding of the ways religion is interpreted and
expressed by individuals, the way it affects their
personal lives and the way it functions as a basis for
social interaction. It was with these needs paramount that
the present research was undertaken. The next chapter will
be devoted to a proposed theoretical model, based on the
psychology of personal constructs (Kelly, 1955), through
which religious experience can be explored more
effectively and more extensively.

CHAPTER THREE

A PERSONAL CONSTRUCT APPROACH TO RELIGIOUS EXPERIENCE

"Any worthwhile human undertaking is not
to conform to oneself, whole or
fragmented; or to society, lay or
ordained; or to nature, whatever the
latest version of that happens to be. The
objective is for man continually to
determine for himself what is worth the
price he is going to end up paying for
one thing or another anyway, to keep
moving toward what he is not surmounting obstacles as best he can and to keep moving as long as he has
something to invest.
(Kelly, 1980, p.20)
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Kelly (1955) based his theory of personal construing
on a number of assumptions which make it useful for the
exploration of religious phenomena. Though Kelly accepted
that the universe is real, one of the most fundamental
claims of personal construct theory (PCT) is it owes no
allegiance to any one person's construction of the world
or human nature. It assumes from the outset that the
ultimate truth is not readily available and that the only
reality that we can deal with is the reality experienced
by individuals. Kelly proposed that we might better
understand people if we accepted that there are many
workable alternative ways for people to construe their
worlds and that people's experiments and conclusions are
valid for them.
This approach to research stands in contrast with that
of Stark (1963) who, writing on the incompatibility of
religion and science, suggested that people with strong
religious commitment were seldom scientific and had not
been major contributors to the ongoing scientific quest
because of their ultimate adherance to a non-empirical
system in which man's reason is held to be subordinate to
faith as a means of truth. Even those who would subscribe
to personal construct theory as a valid approach to
understanding human experience, seem to have trouble
accepting this basic tenet of Kelly's approach. Rigdon,
Epting and Neimeyer (1979), in their attempt to understand
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people's anticipations about death, reported: "Viewing
oneself as essentially immortal would seem to be
indicative of a fundamental deficit in one's perception of
human reality" (p.264). Unless we can approach our
investigations ready to accept the validity of people's
experience for them, it seems unlikely that we will
understand what their commitments are about. This basic
assumption of PCT I have adopted as valid and necessary
for an exploration of religious experience.
Kelly proposed that human behaviour is basically
anticipatory rather than reactive and that people
anticipate events in order to predict and control the
course of life. The fundamental corollary of personal
construct theory is: "A person's processes are
psychologically channelised by the way in which he
anticipates events" (Kelly, 1955, p.46). People develop
their own systems of constructs or representations of the
universe which are intended to aid their predictive
efforts. The world that is construed is itself a process,
just as the living person is a process. When people become
aware of recurrent themes in the events of life, then the
world begins to make sense to them. Once events have been
given their beginnings and endings, their similarities and
contrasts, it becomes possible to predict them and to act
on those predictions. All constructs are evaluative,
empirical hypotheses (Tschudi, 1983). They function in
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relation to particular events or elements for which they
are relevant. Constructs are by nature bi-polar. They are
based on the awareness of similarities between some events
and incorporate contrasts with other events. The contrast
pole is relevant and necessary to both the meaning and the
acting out of the construct. Kelly noted that, within this
system of bi-polarities, people build their lives on one
or the other of the alternatives represented in each
construct. Some of these choices may be quite transient
and represent merely the convenience of the moment. Others
are quite stable and represent important principles for
living. People align themselves with the alternative in
each bi-polar dimension which increases or enriches their
ability to anticipate the greatest number of events.
This theory does not imply that people seek pleasure
or that they have special needs, that there are temporal
rewards or satisfactions which motivate them to act.
Rather, the essence of life is a continuing movement
towards the anticipation of events. The succession of
events in the course of time continually subjects people's
construction systems to a validation process. Kelly
subscribed to an internal consistency criterion of
validity. The "truth test" for predictions is an
improvement in the capacity to anticipate events, so that
the overall pattern of experience becomes more coherent.
As people's anticipations or hypotheses are revised in the
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light of the outcome of their ventures, their construction
systems undergo progressive modification. This, says
Kelly, is experience. Thus people control their own
destinies to the extent that they can develop construction
systems with which they identify themselves, and which are
sufficiently comprehensive to subsume the world around
them and render it to some degree predictable, manageable
and lawful.
Religious beliefs have been described as "metaphysical
beliefs", "mighty hypotheses" or "the search for meaning".
When viewed through a personal construct perspective all
of these descriptions can be seen as the process of
construing which arises from people's ultimate concern
with their destiny. It is people's anticipatory nature
which makes them religious, just as it is their
anticipatory nature which makes them scientific or
humanistic. Thus we can best understand religious
experience by viewing it in the context of all other
experience, and as arising from the same psychological
processes as all other experience.

Religious Faith
Kelly (1969) related anticipation to faith. He argued
that construing is not just a way of viewing the world or
of making sense of it, but it is also about people's
involvement in something, their faith in what is not yet
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actual and their commitment to their actions. He was
interested in how people commit themselves to the future
with a certain faith that their efforts would produce
worthwhile results. These results, he said (1977), would
be worthwhile if they "transcended the obvious". Kelly
encouraged people to loosen their constructs about human
nature and the world and proposed that growth in people
comes about through the elaboration and extension of their
construct systems, that is, making more and more of the
world meaningful and predictable. People reach their full
potential only when they can predict the events of the
future in the context of all that may be possible for
them. Religious faith can then be defined in this approach
as people's conviction that life understood and
anticipated through religious hypotheses or constructs
will produce worthwhile results. It means that people are
prepared to venture into new experiences, and are ready to
increase their understandings of life by evaluating the
outcomes of their anticipations.
This understanding of religious faith stands in direct
contrast to a definition of faith proposed by Collingwood:
"Faith is a habit of mind which accepts
without criticising, pronounces without
proving and acts without arguing. It knows,
nothing of analysis and classification,
hypothesis and induction and syllogism; for
the machinery of thought it has no use. Nor
does it inquire into causes and effects..."
(1968, p.122)
Such definitions of faith have implied that faith is
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accepting, without question or testing, the understandings
of life given by others. No doubt, the first constructs
introduced into people's construct systems come from
significant others in early life. However, whatever ways
of viewing the world are transmitted to children by
caregivers and other people, children soon come to
contribute to their own understanding of events through
their unique experiences and experiments (O'Reilly,1977;
Salmon, 1970; Sigel & Holmgren, 1983). Ways of
experiencing religious events will be transmitted, not
only by family during childhood, but also by significant
others throughout life. These become possible alternatives
for people to consider and test in their own lives. Thus
people who have been confronted with religious ways of
construing the world may be more likely to have tried them
out than people who have not been in an environment where
these constructs have been important. People are, then,
architects of their own religious experience in that they
have progressively reconstrued experience in ways which
have become effective for them and which have helped them
understand their worlds. People, whose faith is in
religious constructs, have developed a series of
hypotheses about such phenomena as God, the church, or
prayer, about how these work in their lives, about the
consequences of actions involving such phenomena. They
have tested these hypotheses and have incorporated them
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into their construct systems on the basis of the outcomes
of their experimenting. James (1902, p.41) said of
religious people, "By their fruits you shall know them,
not by their roots". Personal construct theorists today
(e.g. Bannister, 1977; Epting & Amerikaner, 1980; Mair,
1977) agree that the criterion against which people's
ventures and decisions are to be judged, is life itself,
as experienced by those people. What is important then,
for the purpose of this research, is not so much how
people come to develop religious constructs, but what is
gained by them, what they do for people, whether they help
in day to day interpretation and anticipation of the
events of life, whether they extend the range of
possibilities for living out their lives.

Religious Commitment
Religious commitment understood within this framework
is self-investment based on faith in anticipations. These
anticipations do not merely constitute ways of thinking
but also people's actions. Behaviour is "the embodiment of
a construct dimension" (Epting, 1981, p.194). People test
constructions by behaviour and in so doing precipitate new
situations, which are ready to be reconstrued (Radley,
1977). Commitment is therefore the enacting, the testing
out of possibilities. It is the articulation of people's
faith. Commitment is not static, but a process of

43

construing, behaving, evaluating the results of
anticipations, and reconstruing. This results in
recommitment to, or revision of, anticipations in the
construct system. Commitment, then, is people living over
time. When we consider religious commitment based on a
personal construct approach, we are then assuming that at
some level people are evaluating and experimenting with
ways of being and living out their lives. We are also
assuming that people are committed to certain involvements
and actions because their anticipations about these
involvements have been validated by their experience. When
religious commitment takes a high priority in people's
lives, it is because their religious experience adds
something important to their understanding of themselves
and their worlds. They have recognised "recurrent themes"
in religious events and have come to have faith in the
predictions which flow from their understandings of these
events.

Organisation of Religious Constructs
We cannot understand the actions and decisions of
religious people unless we understand the meanings
incorporated into their religious construing, how those
meanings fit into the overall system of constructs, how
transient or stable is their commitment to those
constructs and how far reaching are the implications which
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flow from the constructs. The relationship between
religious constructs and other constructs can be
understood in the light of Kelly's (1955, p.56)
Organisational Corollary: "Each person characteristically
evolves for his own convenience in anticipating events, a
construct system embracing ordinal relationships between
constructs". People's constructs are organised into
hierarchical systems in which some constructs are
subordinate and some superordinate. As pointed out by
Landfield (1982), the organisation of constructs is not
simply for the sake of being organised. It is for the sake
of better anticipation of events.
Bannister (1979) proposed that when we climb the
superordinate ladder we find some over-arching
superordinate construct by which we can elaborate
relationships between other constructs. Eventually we are
talking about people's interpretations of the universe and
the fundamental principles by which they live. Ultimately,
people define their own freedom and bondage by the level
at which they choose their commitments. If we understand
enough about the organisation of people's goals we will
see that, in one sense, people always do what they want to
do. If we look at behaviour in its subordinate aspects, we
will see that in another sense people also always do what
they have to do. If we only look at behaviour in its
subordinate aspects, we cannot know what that behaviour
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means. To understand something of the long term
commitments of people's lives, the superordinate
constructions in their systems need to be examined. These
constructs are likely to be more stable and resistant to
change, than lower order, less organising constructs
(Hinkle, 1965). The development of personal construct
systems has been described as the gradual addition of new
or more elaborate constructs, the progressive
differentiation of the system into organised subsystems,
and the increasing integration of subsystems within an
overall framework. Thus there is a movement from a global,
undifferentiated system to a differentiated,
hierarchically arranged, integrated system (Adams-Webber,
1979; Langley, 1971).
One particular group of superordinate constructs,
Kelly suggested, will be of particular importance for
organising people's approach to life and the roles they
play. These he called core constructs, or those which
enable people to maintain their identity and sense of
continuing existence. Therefore religious constructs will
be superordinate in construct systems if a religious
understanding of the world provides people with the most
satisfactory way of identifying themselves in the world
and enables anticipation of the greatest range of events.
Such constructs may subsume a large range of subordinate
constructs in a religious subsystem, for instance, God's
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involvement in human life, and also constructs related to
more secular aspects of life, such as, how one should
behave at work. These constructs will thereby designate
many goals in life. They will determine a large range of
behaviour and have implications for many personal
activities and relationships. On the other hand religious
constructs may be restricted to those areas of life which
are seen to be specifically religious events and so may
have very few implications for other areas of life. That
is, they may be contained in a religious subsystem of
constructs which in unrelated to other subsystems. For
some people religious constructs may be inapplicable
except for an isolated or momentary transcendent
experience or a vague belief in God. For other people they
will be altogether irrelevant. Thus the question to be
answered in this thesis is not "is a person religious or
irreligious?", but "what does religion mean to a person?",
and "how far reaching are its implications for everyday
life?".

The Effectiveness of Religious Construing
With the process of experience constructs in the
system will be revised and reordered according to their
ongoing relevance and effectiveness for the understanding
and anticipation of life. Kelly's Experience Corollary
states: "A person's construct system varies as he
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successfully construes the replication of events" (1955,
p.72). Religious constructs may change in terms of their
content, or their place in the overall system. Kelly
proposed that emotional experience is an indication of the
effectiveness or capacity for construing that a construct
system is providing. Being in a state of awareness of some
fate of the construct system is the essential aspect which
distinguishes some behaviour as emotional from other
behaviour which is non-emotional (McCoy, 1977). Emotion is
a sign that people are construing their own construct
systems in the process of being used. Kelly suggested that
people will experience guilt when they become aware of
some dislodgement of the self from core role structures,
that is, when people realise that they are acting in ways
discrepant from their essential understandings of
themselves. For example, people who understand themselves
essentially as Christians, but find themselves acting in
ways which are inconsistent with their convictions about
Christian behaviour, would experience this discrepancy as
guilt. In contrast, self-confidence is the recognition of
a goodness of fit between the self and core role
structures, or the primary expectations of the self.
Anxiety is experienced when people are confronted with
events for which their construct systems cannot account,
or when future events cannot be anticipated, for example,
when God does not seem to be working in the manner to
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which a person is accustomed. Deeply anxious people are
those whose philosophical outlook on life no longer
translates itself into everyday living. This understanding
of anxiety is not unlike that of Tillich (1952) who
regarded anxiety as the state in which people are aware of
the possibility of non-being or loss of meaning, and which
threatens people's self affirmation. The experience of
anxiety implies that the construct system needs to be
elaborated or modified in order to be effective. Threat is
the awareness that this modification will involve
comprehensive changes in core constructs. Fear is like
threat, but less completely disrupting, that is, it
affects more peripheral constructs. One reaction to threat
or anxiety is what Kelly called hostility. This occurs
when people recognise the failure of their predictions,
but cannot accept the changes in their construct systems
which are implied by this failure. If people's investment
in their religious constructs is great, they may proceed
to extort validational evidence, rather than abandoning or
changing these constructs. They may criticise or reject
evidence, or try to make others behave as expected. They
are trying to change the environment or other people
rather than their constructs. Hostility, in this sense, is
not a disposition to do harm. It is a way of protecting
the construct system, which is their essential chart for
their personal ventures.
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More positive emotions have been conceptualized by
McCoy (1977) as indicating affirmation of people's
construct systems. Love, happiness, contentment,
satisfaction and self-confidence will be experienced by
people when their anticipations are validated by their
experience and there is evidence that their construing of
themselves and the world is sound and meaningful.
Therefore when events confronting religious people are
understandable and explainable within their construct
systems, when their expectations of their religious
ventures are fulfilled, they will experience confidence
that their philosophy of life and their commitment to it
is justified. People's affective experience, at any one
time, will be indicative of the effectiveness of the
organisation and content of their constructs. Because
construing is a process which moves toward greater
effectiveness by the continual re-testing and modification
of the construct system, affective experience would be
expected to vary over time in reflection of this process.

Shared Religious Experience
As has been noted, for many people religous experience
has not only to do with their private, personal experience
and their experience of a relationship with God, but has
also to do with their relationships with other people and
their affiliation with a religious group. Radley (1979)
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pointed out that a basic assumption of construing is that
people act together in their world. This does not imply,
however, that what people do or say is merely a function
of their group membership and that they cannot comprehend
things from an alternative standpoint. People organise
their own constructs and live within their own systems of
meaning. They do not do this simply taking note of other
people. Each person is a participant, either in
co-operation or in opposition to others. Therefore the
mere description of people's constructs and the
documentation of social situations is insufficient. Rather
we need to explore the themes in which people participate
as they are expressed in social life.
The interpersonal aspects of religious experience can
be understood in the light of both Kelly's Commonality
Corollary: "To the extent that one person employs a
construction of experience which is similar to that
employed by another, his psychological processes are
similiar to those of the other person" (1955, p.90), and
his Sociality Corollary: "To the extent that one person
construes the construction processes of another he may
play a role in a social process involving the other
person" (1955, p.95). Duck (1982, p.227) has argued that
some types of commonality are likely to be "basic products
of human experience in general and would be shared by
almost all human beings in any culture (for example, the
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anticipation of the sunrise each morning)". The more
interesting commonalities, he said, are those that make
social attraction more probable, those that make people
want to explore one another's systems further, those that
create and embody the dependence on others that Kelly saw
to be such a natural and necessary part of human
experience. Commonality facilitates sociality and is an
essential ingredient of it, in that sociality grows from
some basic commonality between people (Duck, 1973; Karst &
Groutt,1977). When people are involved together in
groups, in which the commonality of personal constructs is
extensive, these people behave similarly because they tend
to expect the same things. In this sense, the expectancies
which are common to the group actually operate as
validators against which individuals tend to verify their
own constructs. This could be expected to be particularly
important for religious people, whose constructs may defy
"objective" validation, and may not be considered valid by
many people outside the religious group. Thus religious
people group together on the basis of common
understandings or common expectancies and their
interpersonal understandings are the basis of meaningful
relationships between the members of the group (Duck &
Spencer, 1972).
Leitner (1985) further proposed that constructive role
relationships with others entail, not only commonality of
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construing, but also acceptance of the others' ways of
seeing things. Thus people are likely to change more
readily when significant others invalidate their
predictions. Important role relationships should, then,
reduce the likelihood of hostility. This latter aspect of
relating was viewed, by Takens (1981), as the basis of
effective clinical relationships, where one person allows
another to influence their construing. Religious people,
whose experience includes a relationship with God, have
allowed God to play a role in their lives. If this has
become a core relationship for them, it will be because
they construe God as adding significant meaning to their
lives. It is, therefore, most likely that God plays a role
different to the roles played by other people in their
lives.
A further implication of shared experience was
proposed by Thomas (1979) who noted that, even in the most
elementary of groups, it is rare to find that all members
behave exactly the same. The groups function effectively,
he suggested, not only because of commonality and
sociality, but also from a complimentality of individual
constructions of experience. This complimentality produces
a social system which exhibits greater complexity of
stable organisation than can be explained by the
commonality of construing among individuals in the group.
Complimentality extends the concepts of sociality and
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commonality in groups to embrace the process of
organisations and institutions, such as churches or other
religious groups, in which individuals are co-participants
and within which they carry out many of the personal
ventures which are important to them. Thus, shared
religious experience could be expected to involve a high
degree of commonality of construing, a range of
constructive role relationships and much opportunity for
the validation of personal construing.

Anticipations
This personal construct model of religious experience
enables the exploration of personal meanings and personal
anticipations in the lives of people. Further, it allows
us to take into consideration the fundamentally social
nature of existence and to explore shared meanings. It is
a model of whole individuals, about the meanings which are
important to them, their emotions, behaviours and social
interactions. There is no need to fragment religious
experience in order to explore it. In fact we can only say
something meaningful about religious phenomena in the
lives of people when we can understand how all these
aspects of experience are organised, how they are related
to each other, and how effective they are in the everyday
lives of people. Figure 1 shows a representation of the
proposed model of experience. It includes: a. people's
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past and current involvements, from which they will have
recognised recurrent themes and formed their constructs,
b. the proposed organisation of constructs into integrated
subsystems, within which constructs are hierarchically
related, and c. the process of faith in construing,
commitment in action and validation of predictions. From
i

the application of this model to religious experience the
following anticipations, or hypotheses, were proposed.
1. Religious commitment will be greater for those
people who have been exposed to religious
constructs in childhood.
2. Religious constructs will be organised into an
integrated subsystem, in hierarchical relationship
to other constructs.
3. The pattern of organisation of religious
constructs will vary with religious background.
4. The superordinancy of religious constructs
within the construct system will be positively
related to the degree of reported commitment and
involvement in religious life.
5. The pattern of construct organisation will vary
in relation to affective experience, indicating the
patterns of construct organisation which are most
effective in providing people with a basis for
understanding and anticipating their worlds.
6. Religious people's reported interactions with

56

God will differ from their interaction with other
people.
7. Patterns of affect will vary with religious
people's construing of God, indicating the role
relationships with God which are most effective for
anticipating life's events.
8. People who have chosen to affiliate themselves
with certain religious groups will share common
constructs of religious experience forming a
pattern of meaning which differentiates them from
other groups.
9. People affiliated with religious groups, in
which commonality is high, will report more
positive social interaction with other people and
will evidence more opportunities for validation of
construing than people in a normative population.
10. Construing will be shown to be in process by
variation in affective experience over time.
Personal construct theory also provides a methodology
based on the theory, one that allows for openness to
subjective data, and also a clarification of that data.
The following chapter contains a rationale for and outline
of this methodology, as well as a description of the
measures which were used for data collection in this
research.

CHAPTER FOUR

MEASURING RELIGIOUS EXPERIENCE

"When we speak of man-the-scientist we
are speaking of all mankind and not
merely a particular class of men who have
publically attained the stature of
"scientists". We are speaking about all
mankind in its scientist-like aspects,
rather than all mankind in its biological
aspects or all mankind in its appetitive
aspects".
(Kelly, 1955, p.4)
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Personal construct theory's central postulate is that
people are primarily concerned with the anticipation of
their worlds. The research efforts of people, who are
recognised as their own personal scientists, can thus be
taken seriously, and the findings of their investigations
can be considerered valid for them. In using construct
theory methods I am, essentially, exploring the predictive
systems of the people who participate in such an
exploration. I am also exploring the elements of their
experience for which their constructs are relevant. For
the purposes of this research, two sets of elements were
thought to be appropriate, one pertaining to the proposed
religious subsystem of constructs, and the other set
pertaining to a secular set of constructs. These two
subsystems are represented in Figure 1.
Investigators also use their own personal/
professional predictive systems to organise and predict
aspects of the anticipatory processes of the participants.
That is, we operate in the same type of predictive context
as we assume the participants to be. Both the participants
and the investigators explore their own anticipatory
systems together. The predictions which I have formed for
this research have to do, firstly, with past and present
influences on people's construing. The influences, which I
have proposed will be important, are shown in Figure 1.
These are: religious background, which includes
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participants' reports of their parents' constructs and
religious involvements, and also participants' current
religious involvements and affiliations. However, these
influences are not the focus of this study. My most
central anticipations have to do with religious people's
construing and the relationships between aspects of that
construing.

Personal Constructs
" ' " "

" "' ' "**

' —• '

•

'

'••• ™ •»

Various methods for eliciting and measuring personal
constructs have been proposed. The most fully developed of
these is Kelly's (1955) Role Construct Repertory Test. The
repertory grid was developed by Kelly primarily to deal
with clinical problems. Kelly defined the function of any
test or exercise, that people might do in a clinical
context, as a method of revealing to a person the pathways
or channels along which he or she was free to move. Such a
test was a means by which to help the client to see, in
practical ways, how their constructs directed their
behaviour and what alternatives there might be for them.
Constructs are personal, bipolar abstractions with
limited ranges of convenience, used to structure aspects
of people's worlds. Procedures for eliciting constructs
take these properties into account. The importance of
exploring and understanding people's construct systems,
rather than single isolated dimensions, is acknowledged by
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requiring the elicitation of a number of constructs and by
providing statistical techniques which allow assessment of
associations or links between the constructs involved
(Bannister & Mair, 1968). This method allows for the
assessment of both the content and the structure of
construct systems, as depicted in Figure 1. Both of these
are important for this research. The method also allows
for assessing the relationships between the constructs and
the elements for which they are relevant. The emphasis is
on the relevance of the material for the person completing
the grid. Although people significant for an individual
were the original and most commonly used elements, further
work has led to the use of many other kinds of elements,
for example, photographs, situations, films, paintings,
illnesses, experiences and emotions (Bannister & Mair,
1968; Forster, 1965; Fransella, 1972; Fransella & Adams,
1966; Fransella & Bannister, 1977; Horley, 1985; Liakos,
Papacostas & Stefanis, 1975; McPherson, Armstrong &
Heather, 1978; Wright, 1970). Thus the grid makes possible
the examination of many different aspects of people's
psychological functioning which are excluded by the
fragmentary approach typical of measurement based on
unidimensional concepts.

Construct Organisation
Personal construct investigations have bought
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elaboration of the theory and methods in the area of
construct organisation (for example, Adams-Webber, 1969;
Bannister, Fransella & Agnew, 1971; Bieri, 1955, 1966;
Crockett, 1965; Delia, Gonyea & Crockett, 1971; Hinkle,
1965; Miller & Wilson, 1979). Much of this work has
focussed on the notion of cognitive complexity, which was
defined in terms of the relative degree of differentiation
within an individual's system of constructs, such that a
more cognitively complex person had available a more
versatile system for understanding the world. Early
researchers (Bieri, 1955; Crockett, 1965), using repertory
grid methods, suggested that cognitive complexity was
positively related to predictive accuracy. Bieri (1966)
later particularly related this to interpersonal
interactions and proposed that in the course of people's
social development their systems for construing other
people become progressively differentiated, thereby
increasing the number of alternative lines of inference
which are available to them in interpreting the behaviour
of others. The implications of differentiation in
construing and interpersonal interaction have been the
subject of more recent research. Applegate (1983) and
Crockett (1982) concluded that flexibility in construing,
or adapting to differences in the perspectives and
feelings of others, increases flexibility in interpersonal
comrnun i cat i on.
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Researchers focussing on the structure of construct
systems have found that, for people whose constructs were
massively connected, a change of inference on one
construct dimension demanded a change in many others,
especially if the changed construct was a central one.
They found these people unlikely to change unless the
central construct was directly disconfirmed. People whose
constructs were sparsely connected were able to change
peripheral constructs when disconfirmed and revise their
construct systems extensively more easily (Crockett &
Meisel, 1974). Langley (1971) found that people scoring
high for differentiation in the construct system were high
in analytic capacity. On the other hand, lack of
association between constructs has been shown to
characterise thought-disordered schizophrenics (Bannister,
Fransella & Agnew, 1971). Other formulations have
suggested that too great a complexity of constructs might
also be indicative of confusion and disorganisation rather
than a more highly developed construct system (Landfield,
1977; Landfield, Danforth & Baugh, 1968; Landfield, 1977;
Honess, 1976; Neimeyer & Banikiotes, 1980). A more
balanced view of the organisation of personal construct
systems has been proposed by Adams-Webber (1981) and
Landfield (1985), who have suggested that some clusters or
subsystems of constructs will be more tightly organised
than others, and that functional independence between some

63

of these clusters will be important for effective
organisation within the construct system. More research is
needed in this area to clarify these aspects of
organisation of constructs.

Superordinancy in Construing
Of particular interest for this research is the
measurement of hierarchical organisation, or
superordinancy. Kelly (1955) proposed that within a
construct system there may be many levels of ordinal
relationship, with some constructs subsuming others and
those in turn subsuming still others. Therefore some
constructs are absolutely superordinate and some are
relatively superordinate. Figure 1 indicates that, in the
proposed model, both subsystems would be expected to have
both superordinate and subordinate constructs. In the
research which followed Kelly's proposal, superordinancy
was operationalised in various ways. Bannister & Salmon
(1967) investigated a number of reported measures of
superordinancy and found little correlation between the
measures. They concluded, as did Bannister & Mair (1968),
that operational definitions need to be more carefully
stated and derived from the logic of the theory of
personal constructs in order to avoid confusion in
interpreting findings. Four of the measures were based on
correlational methods which indicated the way constructs
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clustered together in like-unlike fashion, or the degree
to which a construct was related to all other constructs
in the system under study. These correlational methods
have been based on the assumption that similarity amongst
constructs indicates repetition of minor variations in a
major integrative theme in the construct system (Bannister
& Mair, 1968). Landfield (1982) made it clear that
correlational methods which have been most often used to
measure superordinancy are only effective when variables
mutually influence each other. They are not then, he
stated, appropriate for measuring hierarchical
relationships where this is not the case.
Another measure investigated was the number of extreme
ratings given to a construct. Some researchers (Landfield,
1955; Warr & Coffman, 1970) have assumed that extremity of
rating indicates a greater degree of meaningfulness of a
construct. However other researchers (0'Donovan,1965;
Hamilton, 1968) have argued that the tendency to use
extreme points on a scale is an indication of pathology or
maladjustment. Bannister & Salmon (1967) also used a
measure of the range of convenience of a construct, that
is, the degree to which it was useful for ascribing
meaning to a set of elements. This measure assumes that
superordinate constructs will be those useful for
understanding the greatest range of events.
Other measures have been those based on the work of
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Hinkle (1965). It has since been argued (Bell, 1986;
Crockett, 1982; Ryle, 1982) that Hinkle operationalised
superordinancy in a way consistent with Kelly's
definition. Hinkle elicited superordinate constructs by a
method of laddering, eventually climbing to those
constructs most fundamental in the construct system; those
which had implications for the greatest range of
subordinate constructs. He proposed that only constructs
which have a line of implication between them can stand in
subordinate or superordinate relation to each other and
that the higher in the hierarchy a construct is, the
greater range of implications it will have and the more
resistant to change it will be. A superordinate construct
then monitors changes in the constructs within its
subordinate range of implications. Other researchers
(Coleman, 1975; Fransella, 1972; Hayden, 1979; Honess,
1982; Kelsall & Strongman, 1978) have subsequently
followed Hinkle's methods and defined superordinancy of a
construct by the total number of inferential links, or
implications as indicated by an Implication Grid.
Some researchers interested in saliency or centrality
in the attribution of personality characteristics have
used the terms traits or perceptions in a way similar to
Kelly's construct, as a basis for aiding anticipation of
human behaviour and classification of perceived
characteristics (Gara & Rosenberg, 1979; Hays, 1958; Lemon
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& Warren, 1974). These authors have pointed out the
importance of recognising the type of implicative
relationship between traits or perceptions in determining
centrality. They argued, as did Hinkle, that there may be
both reciprocal and non-reciprocal patterns of
implications between traits (or constructs) and that
reciprocal implications suggest a functional equivalence
of trait labels. These authors proposed that the
hierarchical relationships between traits or perceptions
are indicated by non-reciprocal, or asymetric
relationships. It is, then, the extent to which a trait
implies other traits, while not being implied by them,
which is an indication of the centrality of that trait.
Another aspect these researchers considered to be
important was the weight of the implicative relationship,
that is, the degree to which change in one construct
affects change in others, thereby avoiding an unrealistic
"all or none" notion of change.
Recent researchers (Gaines & Shaw, 1981; Gara, 1982;
Landfield, 1982) have agreed that the analysis of
construct organisation through asymetrical implicative
relations makes the most sense both formally and
intuitively. It seems most appropriate, in view of all the
appraised research, to measure the hierarchical structure
of constructs, that is, the degree of superordinancy of
some constructs over others, by taking account of the
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non-reciprocal implicative relationships between
constructs. Using a modification of Hinkle's (1965)
Implication Grid (details of which will be given in the
next chapter) it was also possible to examine the degree
of reciprocity and differentiation among constructs, and
to explore the integration between religious constructs
and other, more secular, constructs within construct
systems.

Effectiveness of Construing
•

,

*

Very little has been reported about measurement of
variables indicating the effectiveness of constructs.
Early investigations of a measurement of threat were
carried out by Landfield (1954, 1955), in which threat was
conceptualised as self-uncertainty or an inability to
predict one's own reaction in social situations. Later
work on a Threat Index (Rigdon, Epting, Neimeyer &
Krieger, 1979) concentrated on the extent to which
people's construct systems would have to be reorganised in
order for them to see the inevitable event of their own
death as a personal reality. This conceptualisation was
based on the assumption that death is an event highly
likely to challenge people's identity and core
understanding of the world. This may not be so for
everyone, but some measure of the extent to which a
person's construct system is structured to anticipate
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death may be an indication of how vulnerable that system
is to threat. These measures, however, do not explore the
emotions which Kelly suggested would be an indication of
the state of the construct system and the effectiveness of
constructs.
The process of validation and invalidation, which
follows people's commitment in action to their constructs
(as depicted in Figure 1), has been measured in this
research by their experience of anxiety, hostility, guilt
and positive affect. In order to be consistent with the
assumptions of personal construct theory, measures of
these emotions should make use of participants' personal
expressions and allow them to report on feelings which are
relevant to their experience. Content analysis of people's
verbalisations has become a useful alternative to other
methods of data collection (Viney, 1983a). It is a method
which is appropriate for research which recognises and
values subjective data, as well as being amenable to
soundly based statistical analyses. A scale measuring
cognitive anxiety, in personal construct terms, has been
devised by Viney & Westbrook (1976). Cognitive anxiety is
defined as people's inability to anticipate and integrate
experience meaningfully, using their available constructs.
This scale indicates people's reaction to unexpected or
unknown situations, or their sense of uncertainty.
Gottschalk & Gleser (1969) have devised a measure of
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hostility, which assesses people's expressions of blame,
anger, depreciation toward other people or things, and the
intent or threat to cause suffering to others. These
expressions would all be seen, by Kelly, as efforts to
resist invalidation of constructs, to extort validational
evidence for failed predictions, or to change the evidence
in favour of the predictions. These scales should be
useful, if applied to people's verbalisations about their
religious experience, as indications of the extent to
which they are experiencing some invalidation of religious
constructs or some inability to anticipate events using
their current constructs.
According to McCoy (1977) some indications of people's
experience of validation and affirmation of constructs
should be given by the extent to which they express
happiness, love and contentment. A measure of positive
affect has been developed by Westbrook (1976) and used to
explore positive emotional reactions in a variety of
situations, again using people's own verbalisations of
their experience. This measure is applicable to Kelly's
understanding of validating experience (McCoy, 1981).
These content analysis scales have been developed to
measure affective states and are appropriate for a
personal construct model of human experience, which
accounts for, and expects, changes over time in affective
experience.
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Self-confidence, or the goodness of fit between the
self and core role structures, has been measured by the
extent of discrepancy between perceived self and preferred
self. In these measures "self" and "preferred self" have
been used as the elements and rated on personal constructs
(Crisp & Fransella, 1972; Jackson & Bannister, 1985;
Warren & Parry, 1981). This is a well-known method for
measuring self—esteem, but has been incorporated into
basic repertory grid methods as a subjective measure of
the extent to which people see themselves as aligned with
their primary understandings of themselves. The measure
has, most often, been used in relation to clinical
research, where people presenting psychological problems
are assumed to have discrepancy between their experienced
self and their core identity or an accepted stereotype for
themselves (see Beail, 1985). However, all people depend
on validation of core roles as a means by which to
maintain a consistent view of themselves. Therefore, in
the ongoing process of construing, the awareness of this
dislodgement, experience as guilt, is likely to be present
for everyone at different times and to different degrees.
This was considered to be an important aspect of affective
experience to measure for this research.

Shared Experience
The implications of construing for social
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relationships and interpersonal communication has been
extensively explored (Duck, 1977; 1985; Duck & Spencer,
1972), and has focussed on interpersonal attraction and
the development of friendship. Researchers have most often
concluded that effective interpersonal interaction is
facilitated by similarity between people in terms of the
content of their personal construct systems. It has also
been proposed that the relationships which are important
to people influence their construing process (Leitner,
1985; Takens, 1981). This interaction between the
construing person and their experience of their social
world is also depicted in Figure 1. The types of roles
people are likely to play in each others' lives, and the
relationships between these roles and other aspects of
their experience, can be assessed by using content
analyses of people's verbalisations about their lives.
Viney & Westbrook (1979) have developed a Sociality Scale
to measure the extent to which people experience
satisfaction in interpersonal relationships. This scale
taps people's verbal expressions of their sense of common
commitment, intimacy in relationships, influential or
powerful interactions and the degree of their sharing with
other people. Measurement on this scale indicates the
extent to which people are experiencing meaningful
relationships and playing positive roles in the lives of
other people. It was thus considered an appropriate
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measure for exploring these aspects of experience for this
study. The Sociality Scale was also modified in order to
separately explore people's reports of their interactions
with God (Preston & Viney, in press), and to assess the
differences between these interactions and interactions
with other people.

Commonality of Construing
Similarities in construing between people have been
explored using grid methods. In construct theory
similarity between people is seen in terms of similarity
of the constructions they have placed on experiences, not
in terms of similarity of the experiences they have
undergone. Two people may encounter similar external
events but interpret them quite differently. Conversely,
two people may encounter quite different external events,
but may interpret them in the same way and in that produce
psychological similarity. For two people to be considered
psychologically similar they must predict the same thing
on the basis of similar construct dimensions. Thus the
commonality within groups, which was explored for this
research, focussed on the constructs related to religious
elements of living (the religious subsystem in Figure 1),
and not on the influences on construing. The emphasis was
on the way people interpret and structure their
experiences.
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Similarities in construing or commonality in a group
of people has been assessed by exploring the extent to
which those people order their experiences in the same way
over an array of events (Diamond, 1985; Harri-Augstein &
Thomas, 1979; Pope & Shaw, 1981; Thomas, McKnight & Shaw,
1976). Some researchers have also suggested that people
develop commonality, not only in terms of the content of
their constructs, but also in terms of the
interrelationships between constructs (Applebee, 1975,
1976; Bannister, 1962). Thomas (1979) pointed out that the
only valid test of whether individuals have similar
constructions of experience is for them to explore each
others' constructions in detail and in depth, and to agree
what is shared. A number of investigators using these
techniques have reported that participants have had
"ah-ha" experiences in which some personally significant
perceptual, cognitive or affective organisation appears to
be challenged as the participants attempt to enter each
other's constructions. New constructions of familiar
events then emerge and the participants find themselves
with new understanding of their own constructs
(Harri-Augstein, 1978; Pope, 1978). Thus the elicitation
process triggers off its own reflexive mechanism and
comparison of construing between people can lead to new
experience. This method of eliciting and exploring common
constructs was considered to be most appropriate for the
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model of experience proposed for this study.
These measures were all seen as useful for eliciting
and exploring personal construing in relation to religious
experience because they allow each person's subjective
experience to be the criterion for assessment. However,
issues of the reliability and validity of the proposed
measures must also be addressed.

The Reliability and Validity of the Measures
Issues such as the stability of test scores over time,
their degree of correlation with other tests and their
capacity to predict some aspects of human behaviour, are
important considerations when designing an investigation
and choosing measurement techniques. Having construed
people as not static, but changing and in motion, I would
not look to a measure to repeat the same results over and
over again, but rather, to identify stable aspects of
experience as well as those aspects which are changing,
and to indicate what that change is signifying. While I
would expect to find some stability in organisation and
content of superordinate constructs (Hinkle, 1965), I
would also expect to find evidence of progressive
modifications to construing. Therefore reliability of
measures of construing would be expected to differ for
different types of constructs and different aspects of
construing.
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A model of people, which accepts that their personal
interpretations of their experience is valid material,
also makes it difficult to discuss validity in the way we
would in relation to psychological tests. Kelly (1955) was
prepared to equate validity with usefulness. If a measure
was a useful way for people to communicate their
experiences in such a way that other people could grasp it
and they could be satisfied that it represented their
experience, then it was considered by Kelly to be valid.
However, some issues of reliability and validity, for the
measures proposed for this study, must be considered.

Grid Measures
It has been acknowledged that grid methods for
eliciting personal constructs are rather different from
typical psychological tests (Bannister & Mair, 1968;
Fransella & Bannister, 1977; Yorke, 1985). Repertory Grid
and Implication Grid methods have been used and analysed
in a multiplicity of forms. Basic analysis of grid data
yields a matrix of measures of interrelationships between
constructs. Studies using these methods generally yield
coefficients of reliability which fall largely within the
ranges of 0.60 - 0.80, depending on the subsystem of
contructs being assessed. Lohaus (1986) has shown that
reliability in grid data is lowered by instructions which
restrict the personal representations of participants.
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Constructs and elements elicited from subjects on more
than one occasion, using the same area of inquiry, tend to
yield correlations of approximately 0.80 (Fransella &
Bannister, 1977). More simple forms of index, such as
rating self and preferred self on 7 point scales have
yielded test-retest reliability coefficients between 0.49
and 0.90, again, depending on the area of construing being
explored (Rigdon et al, 1979). Grid methods have also been
found to distinguish reliably between varying populations
of people (Fransella & Bannister, 1977).
Studies in which grid methods have been used to
measure cognitive complexity have shown test-retest
reliability of 0.95 (Crockett, 1982). Honess (1976) found
test-retest reliability for patterns of implications among
constructs, measured with Implication Grids, to be 0.82,
and test-retest reliability of 0.66 for Repertory Grid
measures. Kelsall and Strongman (1978), using a variation
of Hinkle's (1965) Implication Grid, found significant
test-retest reliability, ranging from 0.59 to 0.83, for
patterns of implications among constructs. They found that
the total number of superordinate and subordinate
implications from initial and subsequent grids correlated
significantly with each other, indicating reliability of
these scores over time. These researchers also reported
that participants' scores for integration among subgroups
of constructs were significantly correlated, suggesting
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that people who have high levels of integration in one
area of construing, also tend to have high levels of
integration in other areas. Grid methods have thus been,
to a large extent, effective in predicting some expected
stability in the interrelationships between constructs,
and the organisation of constructs as measured by the
Implication Grid. However, grid methods (for example,
Sociogrids) have also been used effectively to monitor
some expected changes in construing over time (Diamond,
1985; Harri-Augstein, 1978; Pope, 1978).
If validity is viewed from Kelly's perspective, the
majority of investigations using grids have yielded enough
interpretable material to indicate their usefulness and so
provide evidence of validity (Fransella & Bannister,
1977). However, emphasis has been placed, recently, on the
importance of such issues as supplied or elicited
constructs, the context within which grid data is to be
collected, and the homogeneity of the elements and
constructs (Fransella & Bannister, 1977; Yorke, 1985). If
the content of the grid comes directly from the
participants it can be said to have inherent content
validity. This avoids the researcher making assumptions
about the relevance of personal and shared meaning for the
participants. Giving a specific context ensures more
homogeneity of elements and minimises the chances of
elements lying outside the range of convenience of the
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constructs which are elicited from those elements. This
also minimises problems of blank cells in analyses of the
grids.
Researchers have also emphasised the necessity of
avoiding operational and mathematical complexity in
completing and analysing grids which results in measures
being a long way from the participants' construing worlds
and from personal construct theory (Leitner, 1985; Yorke,
1985). For the validity of what is being reported, it is
important to be able to trace links between the operation
carried out by the participant and the measure. Further,
the measure needs to be directly related to the
assumptions of personal construct theory. Essentially,
validity can be seen in terms of a measure's capacity to
enable personally significant awareness and elaboration of
construing for the participant, and elaboration of the
theory (Neimeyer, 1985; Shaw, 1980). These issues have
been carefully considered for each form of grid used in
the design of this investigation.

Content Analysis
The content analysis scales, described as measures of
the construing process, are not required to show stability
over time. More important for these scales is the
consistency with which independent raters can use the
scales. Reported coefficients for interrater reliability
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have ranged from 0.58 to 0.99 with the majority being of
0.80 of more (Gottschalk, 1979; Viney, 1983a). As with
grid material, the content of these scales comes directly
from the research participants. Therefore these scales are
also likely to have inherent content validity.
Relationships with other indices have also shown evidence
of construct validity for these scales (Viney, 1980;
1983a). The scales are independent of sex and age, and,
except for Cognitive Anxiety, socio-economic status. The
subscales of the Sociality Scales have been shown to be
statistically independent and so can be used to assess the
relative importance of different sources of sociality.
They also show enough interrelationship to be summed
together to provide a more global measure of social
interaction (Viney & Westbrook, 1979). These methods have
been used successfully by researchers, to explore people's
reactions to many aspects of life experience (Gottschalk,
Lolas & Viney, 1986; Viney, 1983b; Viney & Westbrook,
1981; Viney, Westbrook & Preston, 1985; Viney & Preston,
in press).
These methods do not aim at isolating static, fixed
dimensions of people's experience, but are used to tap
into the construing process and participate in people's
ongoing experience. The illusion of pure measurement or
the collection of data without influencing it has been
abandoned by a number of researchers (Holland, 1977;

80

Schutz, 1953; Teilhard de Chardin, 1959; Viney, in press).
The acknowledgement of experience as fundamentally social
and in process makes an attempt to abstract fixed or
isolated experiences from people's lives seem equally
untenable. It is thus considered preferable to relinquish
such an attempt, and to accept that to reflect on people
in process, people experiencing, people interacting and
changing, is a more profitable and realistic exercise for
our understanding of them. A more detailed description of
the participants and procedures involved in data
collection will be given in following chapter.

CHAPTER FIVE

PARTICIPANTS AND PROCEDURES
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"The methodology proposed requires the
investigators and the people (who would
normally be considered objects to that
investigation) to act as
co-investigators. The more active an
attitude men take in regard to the
exploration of their thematics, the more
they deepen their critical awareness of
reality, and in spelling out those
thematics, take possession of that
reality"
(Friere, 1972, p.78)
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The Researcher
As the researcher in this exploration of people's
religious experience, I considered myself a
co-investigator with the people who participated. My
intention was to be open about my reasons and my
expectations for my study and to give opportunity for
people to invest themselves in the research, so that
together we could explore and learn.

I was prepared to,

and when asked did, share my own constructions of
religious experience, but only after the interviews with
the participants. That my construct system included
religious understandings of my own life and world seemed
to help the participants to share freely and comfortably
with me.

The Participants
—

"

••-

•

I

• • • • • ' • • !•

II

!•—»

The research was carried out in an urban industrial
city in Australia. Eight Christian church denominations in
the city were contacted through either a minister or a
prominent member. The churches were chosen because they
represented long standing congregations of people in the
major Christian denominations. Each of the churches had
congregations of over 100 members. They were invited to
participate in the research which was described as an
exploration of people's religious views and experiences.
The members of each congregation were invited to
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participate, either by meeting together with a group of
members for discussion, or by being involved in individual
interviews. All of the congregations contacted were
willing to participate. Volunteers gave their names and
phone numbers to a church leader, who passed them on to
me. All of the volunteers were included in the study.
From four of the churches small groups, whose members
met on a regular basis, offered to participate in the
discussion groups. These were a group of Catholic people
who met monthly for discussion and prayer, a group of
Anglican men who met weekly for bible study, a group of
Baptist couples who met weekly for prayer and study, and a
group of Congregational and Uniting church members who met
weekly for discussion and mutual support. Five other
groups agreed to come together for the purpose of the
research. One was a group of Anglican men and women. It
was considered desirable to have a mixed group of
Anglicans rather than only an all-male group. Two groups,
one from the Pentecostal congregation and one from the
Church of Christ congregation, were arranged. The two
other groups were from a local protestant group of young
people and the Catholic students' group from the
University. These last two groups of research participants
were arranged so that the religious constructs of younger
Christians could also be considered. An attempt was made
to arrange a group from the Salvation Army church, but

84

this never eventuated. However a number of members of that
church participated individually.
The group meetings were held in homes or in church
facilities, depending on which suited the participants.
The number in each group varied from 6 to 13. At the end
of the group meetings participants were asked if they
would agree to be further involved in the research, by
having an individual interview at their convenience and a
follow up interview three months after the first. The
majority of the group members agreed to this. A small
number (13 in all) were unable to participate in the
individual interview because of work or home commitments.
Individual interviews were carried out within a month of
the initial group meeting at the participants'
convenience, usually in their homes. A further 85 people,
who had volunteered to be involved individually, were
contacted and interviewed in their homes.
A total of 163 people participated in the research.
Ninety of these were women. They were aged from 16 to 75
years. One hundred and six of these participants were
married and 57 were single. Seventy four were wage
earners, 50 were dependent on their spouse or family of
origin, and 39 received a pension or other government
benefits. The length of their church membership ranged
from one to 61 years. The number from each church varied:
41 were Catholic (27% of the sample), 34 Anglican (21%),
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31 Uniting Church (18%), 22 Church of Christ (11%), 13
Baptist (9%), 13 Pentecostal (9%) and 8 Salvation Army
(5%). Though the number from each of these denominations
was small, census figures indicate that the distribution
resembles that for affiliation with these denominations in
the Australian population: Catholic 34%, Anglican 34%,
Uniting 7%, Church of Christ 1%, Baptist 1%, Pentecostal
0.5% and Salvation Army 0.5% (Hynd, 1984). One hundred and
fifty of these people completed individual interviews and
141 of those completed follow up interviews. Of the nine
who were not available for the follow up interview, three
could not be contacted. The other six were university or
college students who had moved away to work at the end of
the academic year.
A comparison group of people, matched for sex and age
with the religious group, were also included in the study.
These people were drawn from a large, normative sample
(n=813). They were drawn from schools, colleges, families
in the community, unemployed and working people and
elderly people in community groups. They included a wide
range of socio-economic status, as did the religious
group. Their religious affiliations and beliefs were not
known. They had been approached in their natural settings
and invited to contribute to a study by providing
normative data for assessment. The response rates for
groups approached ranged from 85% to 100%.

86

The Procedure
Data Collection from the Groups
The purpose of the groups was to explore the common
constructs among members of the same Christian group. Each
small group meeting followed the same procedure and took
approximately two hours each. Participants were informed
that the objective of the group was to explore the
meanings of their religious involvements as individuals
and as a group. Each person firstly completed a
questionaire dealing with their personal history, their
religious history and their current religious
involvements. A copy of the questionaire is provided in
Appendix 1.
The procedure for the group was a modification of
Thomas' (1979) suggestions for eliciting common constructs
in groups. The participants were asked to think about,
discuss and agree on, seven activities that represented
the important elements of their religious experience.
After some discussion and agreement they were each given a
repertory grid sheet (an example is provided in Appendix
2). They were asked to write the seven agreed upon
elements in the column headed "Elements". They were then
instructed to use randomly derived triads of the elements,
which were marked on the repertory grid sheet, to produce
seven bi-polar constructs. This is the most usual method
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of eliciting personal constructs (Fransella and
Bannister,1977). Each person produced their own personal
constructs by considering, from each triad, how two of the
elements were alike for them in some experiential way.
Constructs were written in the column headed "Constructs"
and in the final column, headed "Contrasts", participants
wrote what they considered to be the opposite of their
construct. In this way each person produced a grid which
contained their own personal constructions of the agreed
upon elements of religious experience. Lastly each person
rated each construct on each element, using a scale from 1
to 7, 1 indicating little relevance and 7 much relevance
to the element.

Interviews of the Individuals
Individual interviews were conducted with those who
had participated in the groups and also with the people
who had agreed to participate as individuals. The purpose
of these interviews was to explore, with the participants,
the organisation of their religious and secular
construing, and also their affective experience. For those
individuals who had already participated in a group the
interview began with reviewing their personal repertory
grid and having the opportunity to change any of the seven
constructs which they had produced during the group
exercise. A further seven bi-polar constructs were also
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elicited using seven given elements of more secular or
everyday life. These were work, family, education,
recreation, social activity, illness and crisis. These
elements were activities considered to be significant
concerns for people in general. All but the last two were
assumed to be self-initiated. The last two were included
because they were considered to be an inevitable, and
significant part of life for most people at some time.
The procedure of laddering, devised by Hinkle (1965)
was used at this stage, in order to arrive at constructs
for each person which were the most superordinate in
relation to each of the elements. For each of the first
three participants, laddering produced less than four new
constructs. Most often laddering led to constructs which
the participants had already included. It was decided that
these constructs had been elicited at a high level of
abstraction, and this procedure was not included for the
rest of the participants. The elicitation procedure
produced constructs which involved meanings, important to
the participants, about their roles in their religious and
secular involvements. The constructs elicited were
considered to be homogeneous in type and central to self
understandings. Participants were then asked how they
would rate themselves on each of the constructs on a scale
of 1 to 7 and how they would prefer to rate themselves,
thus giving an indication of the difference between their
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perceived self and preferred self.
To explore the relationships and links between these
two sets of constructs, the seven religious and seven
secular constructs were then entered onto an Implications
Grid (Hinkle, 1965). An example is provided in Appendix 3.
Participants were first asked to indicate for each of
their fourteen constructs which pole would best describe
their current experience. The implications for each
construct Were determined by asking the participants to
indicate which constructs were linked to which other
constructs. The instructions were a simplified form of
Hinkle's original instructions:
"You have already indicated one side of each
construct as representing your current
experience. If tomorrow you found you had
changed so that you now felt the opposite side
of this first construct described your
experience, which other constructs would also
be changed for you?"
If the participant felt a change in one of his/her
constructs (A) necessitated a change in another construct
(B), it was recorded as one superordinate implication for
construct A. If a change in construct B also necessitated
a change in construct A, it was then recorded as a
reciprocal implication (r), meaning that neither construct
was superordinate in the relationship. A weighting scale
of 0 to 4 was used to indicate whether the other construct
would change a lot (4), a moderate amount (3), a little
(2), may or may not change (1), or definitely would not
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change (0). These procedures were followed for each
construct in turn. These weightings were entered onto the
Implication Grid so that each construct was rated on all
other constructs according to the amount of change it
could effect and the amount of reciprocity it shared with
other constructs.
The participants were finally asked to talk freely for
five minutes about their lives as they were currently
experiencing them. The instructions for this part of the
interview were:
"I'd like you to talk about your life at the
moment, the good and the bad parts of it -just
what it's like for you now. While you're
talking I'd rather not answer any questions,
so if you have anything you'd like to ask me
I'll answer that first."
These verbalisations were recorded, with the participants'
permission, and later transcribed for content analyses.
For those individuals who had not participated in a
group discussion, interviews included filling out the
personal and religious history questionaire, supplying
important elements of their religious experience, and then
identifying seven constructs from those elements. The
interview then proceded in the same manner as for the
participants described earlier.
Participants who were in the normative group were
asked only to respond on tape to the same question as the
religious group.
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Follow Up Interviews
Three months after the initial interview participants
from the religious group were contacted by phone and asked
to meet with me, at their convenience, for a follow up
interview which would take approximately half an hour. The
purposes of these interviews were, firstly, to give the
participants opportunity to review their own constructs
and assess their current relevance for them, and,
secondly, to assess affective experience as a measure of
the changes in construing which might be occuring for
them. The participants generally felt that the constructs
they had supplied three months previously were still
relevant to their experience. They were asked to rate
their constructs for self and preferred self, as in their
first interview. Finally they were again asked to talk
freely about their current life experience. This was
recorded for content analyses.
Participants showed a high degree of interest in the
study. They felt generally that it had helped them to
articulate and explore their own construing of their
religious experience and were interested to find out about
the results of the research.

The Analyses
Construct Organisation
Implication grids for each person in the sample were
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scored to assess the structure of religious and secular
constructs within each person's construct system.
Superordinancy of each construct was measured by its total
weighted, non-reciprocal implicative relationships (see
Appendix 3). The rows of the Implication Grid contain the
weighted superordinate implications for each construct. An
"r" indicates that the two constructs which intersect at
that cell are reciprocally related, that is, to some
degree functionally equivalent. An "s" indicates that the
construct is subordinate to the construct in that column.
A blank in the grid indicates no relationship between
constructs. The implication grid applied in this manner is
equivalent to a 2x2 cross tabulation in which constructs
1-7, in the top left sector, represent the religious
subsystem, constructs 8-14, in the bottom right sector,
represent the secular subsystem, and the top right sector
and bottom left sector both represent the relationships
between the two subsystems.
The data from this grid provided an assessment of the
hierarchical organisation of the participants' construct
systems. The grids also revealed the degree of reciprocity
within and between the two subsystems of constructs. A
third aspect of construing was also calculated by counting
the number of blank cells in the grid. These indicate
constructs which were neither hierarchically nor
reciprocally related to other constructs. As such, the
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number of blanks for a construct represented its
functional independence. Independence of constructs was
calculated within each subsystem and between subsystems.
These two subsystems of constructs were not assumed to
include all of the participants' constructs. They were
considered to represent the construing of religious and
secular aspects of living which were important and
relevant to the participants. Ten construct organisation
scores were derived from the Implication Grid for the
purpose of this study. They were superordinancy within the
religious subsystem (SUPREL), reciprocity within the
religious subsystem (RECREL), independence of constructs
within the religious subsystem (INDREL), superordinancy of
religious constructs over secular constructs (RELIMP),
superordinancy of secular constructs over religious
(SECIMP), reciprocity between religious and secular
constructs (RECIPROCITY), independence between religious
and secular constructs (INDEPENDENCE), superordinancy
within the secular subsystem (SUPSEC), reciprocity within
the secular subsystem (RECSEC), and independence of
constructs within the secular subsystem (INDSEC).

Affect
Verbalisations from the religious participants, at
both first and second interviews, and also, verbalisations
from the normative group, were analysed using the content
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analysis scales, to produce individual scores for
Cognitive Anxiety, Positive Affect and Hostility. Neither
the group membership, not the time of interview were known
by the scorer at the time of scoring. Interrater
reliability of scoring on all scales was established.
Correlations for scoring by myself and by an independent
person, experienced at using the scales, were 0.89 for
Cognitive Anxiety, 0.94 for Hostility and 0.98 for
Positive Affect. No significant differences were found
between scorers when a sample of 30 verbalisations were
compared using a t-test. Scores were all adjusted to take
account of varying lengths of verbalisation by using a
correction factor (Viney, 1983a). Examples of comments
which were scored for Cognitive Anxiety were: "I'm not
sure what God has in store for me" and "Having faith
doesn't always work out as I expect it to". Hostility was
scored for comments like: "I think some things that go on
in the world today are terrible", and "She shouldn't be
doing that if she's really a Christian". Positive Affect
was scored for statements such as: "I have a great life"
and "I love the church. It fulfills all my needs". The
fourth aspect of the effectiveness of construing, which
was considered in the last chapter, was Guilt-Self
Confidence. Scores for this aspect were calculated by
assessing the differences in the participants' ratings on
their constructs for Perceived Self and Preferred Self.
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This was also calculated for both initial and follow up
interviews.

Interactions with Others and with God
The Sociality Scale was used to measure the
participants' reports of positive interactions with
others. Correlations between my own scoring and that of
the independent scorer varied from 0.85 to 0.96 for the
subscales over the sample of 30 participants. No
significant difference was revealed between scorers using
a t-test. The scale indicates four types of relationships.
Solidarity or common commitment was scored when people
made comments such as: "We all helped each other with
problems". Intimacy was indicated by statements such as:
"My wife and I have a very loving relationship". Influence
in interactions was scored for comments like: "I like
introducing people to the gospel", and Sharing with others
was scored for comments such as: "We go to church together
regularly". The scale also indicates whether the person is
the reactor, initiator or takes a joint role in
interaction. Interactions with God were scored separately
using the modification of the Sociality Scale (See
Appendix 4). Correlations between scorers on these
subscales varied from 0.87 to 0.99 for the sample tested
and no significant difference was found using a t-test.
The scores indicated the type of interactions participants
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talked about experiencing with God and the role they took
in these interactions. Examples of the comments scored for
these interactions were: "God is always with me when I
need Him", "Jesus is my closest friend", I just hand my
problems over to God and let Him lead me", and "We pray to
God about everything".

Commonality of Construing
The completed repertory grids from each group were
assessed for shared meaning by submitting each set to
Sociogrid analysis (Shaw, 1980). This analysis produced
one grid for each group, consisting of the constructs
which represented the greatest degree of commonality for
the people in that group. This grid also showed the
relationships between the constructs and the elements.
Each construct in the group grid was obtained from one
individual in the group and was in no way changed when
used in the group grid (Shaw,1981).

Statistical Procedures
Data for statistical analyses were filed on a computer
and submitted to procedures from a Statistical Program for
the Social Sciences (SPSS) (Nie, Hull, Jenkins,
Steinbrenner & Bent, 1975). Because of the number of
variables being assessed and their levels of scaling,
multivariate statistics were considered to be most
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appropriate for the analyses (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983).
Religious history variables were entered as independent
variables in multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVAS)
and assessed for their value for predicting religious
involvement (Hypothesis 1), and also for predicting the
organisation of constructs (Hypothesis 3). A series of
Sign Tests (Hull & Nie, 1981) were carried out on data
from the Implication Grids, in order to assess the pattern
of relationship between religious and secular constructs
(Hypothesis 2). Where the assessment of patterns of
variable relationships were of primary interest, canonical
correlations (CANCORRS) were used (Tabachnick & Fidell,
1983). The relationship between religious involvement and
construct organisation was thus assessed using CANCORR
(Hypothesis 4), as was the relationship between construct
organisation and affective experience (Hypothesis 5), the
relationship between interaction with others and
interaction with God (Hypothesis 6), and the relationship
between interaction with God and affective experience
(Hypothesis 7). The degree of commonality of construing
within each denominational group was assessed by the
Sociogrid analysis (Shaw, 1980), which also portrayed the
pattern of shared meaning (Hypothesis 8). MANOVA was used
to assess any differences in affect betwen the religious
and normative groups (Hypothesis 9). Affect scores from
follow up interviews were entered, with first scores, into
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repeated measures MANOVA to assess changes over time
(Hypothesis 10). Multivariate analyses of covariance
(MANCOVAS) were used to identify any relationship between
changes over time and personal or religious history.
Stepwise multiple regression analyses (MRA) (Nie et al,
1975) were used to identify any relationships between
changes over time and the continuous variables: religious
involvement and construct organisation.
As well as testing the hypotheses of the research,
statistical procedures were also used to assess the
relationships between other variables in order to identify
any confounding factors. Personal history variables were
entered as independent variables in MANOVAS and their
relationships with religious involvement, construct
organisation, affect and interaction with other people and
with God were assessed. Relationships between religious
history and affect, interaction with other people and
interaction with God were also assessed using MANOVAS.
Relationships between religious involvement and affect,
interaction with other people and interaction with God
were assessed using CANCORRS.
Table 5.1 shows the variables assessed in the
analyses. In the next chapter the relationships between
those variables will be examined.
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Table 5.1
Variables Used in Analyses of Religious Experience n-163
PERSONAL HISTORY
Sex

Age
Education
Occupation (Congalton, 1969)
Income
Marital Status
Number of Leisure Activities
Number of Children
RELIGIOUS HISTORY
Age of Joining a Church
Reason for Joining a Church
Parents' Religion
Parents' Attitude to Religion
Church Denomination
RELIGIOUS INVOLVEMENT
Attendance at Church
Importance of Religious Life
Length of Commitment
Number of Religious Activities
CONSTRUCT ORGANISATION
Superordinancy within Religious Subsytem
Reciprocity within Religious Subsystem
Independence within Religious Subsystem
Superordinancy within Secular Subsystem
Reciprocity within Secular Subsystem
Independence within Secular Subsystem
Superordinancy of Religious Constructs over Secular
Superordinancy of Secular Constructs over Religious
Reciprocity between Subsystems
Independence between Subsystems
AFFECT (Interview 1 and 2)
Cognitive Anxiety
Hostility
Positive Affect
Guilt

Table 5.1 (continued)
INTERACTION WITH OTI

> (Interview 1 and 2)

Type
Solidarity
Intimacy
Influence
Shared

Role
Reactor
Initiator
Joint

INTERACTION WITH

(Interview 1 and 2)

Type
Solidarity
Intimacy
Influence
Shared

Role
Reactor
Initiator
Joint

CHAPTER SIX

THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN DIMENSIONS OF RELIGIOUS EXPERIENCE

"Loosening is that phase in our inventive
cycle when we step back to gain a wider
perspective, when we take liberties with
the logic of our construct system in such
a way that we can examine new
possibilities.... Yet to remain loose is
to deny oneself the opportunity of
testing reality, of embodying one's
dreams in informative and informed
action. Loosening must run into
tightening, into operational definition,
into concrete form. When we tighten we
give our ideas a form definite enough to
yield up the yeas and neas of actual
events so that armed with new evidence we
can begin to loosen and re-examine the
meaning of what we have concretely
found."
(Bannister, 1977, p.32)
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The results of the quantitative analyses carried out
are presented in this chapter. The content of constructs,
that is, the meanings in religious experience, will be
explored in later chapters. The results examined are those
which pertain to the following hypotheses: Religious
commitment will be greater for those people who have been
exposed to religious constructs in childhood (1),
Religious constructs will be organised into an integrated
subsystem, in hierarchical relationship to other
constructs (2), The pattern of organisation of religious
constructs will vary with religious background (3), The
superordinancy of religious constructs within the
construct system will be positively related to the degree
of reported commitment and involvement in religious life
(4), The pattern of construct organisation will vary in
relation to affective experience (5), Religious people's
reported interactions with God will differ from their
interaction with other people (6), Patterns of affect will
vary with religious people's construing of God (7), People
affiliated with religious groups will report more positive
social interaction with other people and will evidence
more opportunities for validation of construing than
people in a normative population (9), Construing will be
shown to be in process by variation in affective
experience over time (10).
The results examined first are those which identify
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the predictors of current religious involvement and
construct organisation. The relationships between aspects
of construing and affective experience are then examined.
Reported interaction with other people and with God are
examined, both in relation to other aspects of experience
and in relation to each other. The results of the
comparison between the religious and the normative groups
are then presented. Finally the results which pertain to
the process of construing over time are examined.

Current Religious Involvement
Religious Involvement and Personal History
Multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVAS), using
personal history variables as dependent variables and
religious involvement as independent variables, indicated
that a number of personal history variables were
significantly related to religious involvement for
participants in this study. MANOVAS for Sex F(4,158)=3.76,
P<.03, Age F(12,474)=7.44, p<.01, Income F(8,316)=2.18,
P<.03, Occupation F(12,474)=3.83, p<.001, and Number of
Children F(12,474)=2.19, p<-01, yielded significant
results. Duncan's Multiple Range tests were carried out,
where necessary, to assess the differences between each
category of these variables. Tables 6.1 to 6.5 show the
univariate analyses, means and standard deviations for
these variables.
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The results indicated that length of commitment to
religion was the aspect of religious involvement best
predicted by personal history. Women reported a longer
commitment to religious life than men. Each age group was
significantly different from all other groups, indicating
that the older a person was the longer was their
commitment to their religion. Those with no children
reported a shorter commitment than those with children.
This result was most likely due to age, as those with no
children would tend to be the younger participants.
Unemployed people also reported a shorter commitment than
employed groups. The other aspects of religious
involvement that were predicted by these variables were
attendance at church services and the number of religious
activities in which participants reported being involved.
Those who were unemployed reported less regular attendance
at church services. The highest occupational group
reported being involved in more religious activities than
other groups. The activities reported most often by
participants when asked about their religious involvement
were mid-week bible studies in small groups, social
functions arranged by the church, social welfare concerns
administered by the church or administrative positions
such as membership on committees or teaching roles.
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Table 6.1
Univariate Analyses, Means and Standard Deviations for
Religious Involvement by Sex

Religious

Sex

Involvement
F

Men

Women

Entire

Sample
df=l,161

Length

n=73 n=90 n=163

10.24**

M

16.61

24.93

21.27

14.52

17.91

16.94

Activities 3.31 M

2.16

1.78

1.92

SD

1.26

1.13

1.25

Attendance 0.55 M

4.56

4.41

4.53

SD

0.77

0.91

0.92

Importance 0.30 M

1.26

1.23

1.27

SD

0.43

0.52

0.46

SD

* p<.05

** p<.01
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Table 6.2
Univariate Analyses, Means and Standard Deviations for
Religious Involvement by A; e

Religious

Years

Involvement
F

16-25

df=12,474

n=37 n=57 n=35 n=34

Length

42.21**

M

26-36

37-50

50+

8.93

15.24

25.81

40.23

SD

8.26

11.23

13.05

18.17

Activities 0.34 M

1.92

1.96

2.03

1.79

SD

0.96

1.23

1.42

1.11

Attendance 1.91 M

4.78

4.53

4.42

4.71

SD

0.92

0.94

0.73

0.42

Importance 0.63 M

1.24

1.26

1.38

1.27

SD

0.51

0.42

0.59

0.43

**P<.01
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Table 6.3
Univariate Analyses, Means and Standard Deviations for
Religious Involvement by Income

Income

Religious
Involvement
Wage

F

Activities

Attendance

Importance

*P<.05

1.36

2.81

3.77*

0.90

Welfare

n=74

n=50

n=39

M

20.63

19.21

25.05

SD

15.43

13.32

22.91

M

2.16

1.72

1.64

SD

1.23

1. 16

1. 19

M

4.62

4.44

4.37

SD

0.53

0.85

1.18

M

1.23

1.26

1.27

SD

0.54

0.42

0.46

df=8,316

Length

Dependent
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Table 6.4
Univariate Analyses, Means

Standard Deviations for

Religious Involvement by 0

ion
i

i

Religious

*

Occupation

Involvement
F

Top

Middle

Low

Unemp-

ployed
df=3,159

Length

n=45 n=52 n=34 n=32

8.45**

M

22.06

26.91

22.73

9.22

14.62

16.64

20.27

9.91

Activities 3.44** M

1.92

2.16

1.53

1.66

SD

1.46

1.14

0.93

1.14

Attendance 6.09** M

4.73

4.62

4.45

4.07

SD

0.43

0.64

0.71

1.27

Importance 0.77 M

1.33

1.25

1.29

1.35

0.58

0.44

0.42

0.52

SD

**P<.01
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Table 6.5
Univariate Analyses, Means and Standard Deviation for
Religious Involvement by Number of Children

Religious

Number of Children

Involvement

Length

Activities

Attendance

Importance

**P<.01

F

None

1-2

3

df=3,159

n=57

n=43

n=33

n=30

M

13.34

24.13

23.82

29.31

SD

12.96

18.54

16.41

16.72

M

1.49

1.93

2.02

1.76

SD

1.33

1.12

1.35

1.07

M

4.44

4.63

4.46

4.68

SD

0.95

0.52

0.79

0.84

M

1.22

1.21

1.36

1.25

SD

0.50

0.52

0.47

0.44

8.01**

0.77

0.33

0.29

Over 3
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Religious History and Religious Involvement.
Using the religious history variables as dependent
variables in MANOVAS, revealed significant differences in
religious involvement due to parent's religion
F(8,314)=3.36, p<.001, parents's attitude to religion
F(20,628)=2.18, p<.001, age of joining a church
F(8,316)=9.09, p<.001, reason for joining a church
F(8,316)=11.34, p<.001, and denomination F(24,624)=1.68,
P<.02. Tables 6.6 to 6.10 show the univariate analyses for
these variables.
Duncan's Multiple Range tests indicated that those who
described their parents as disinterested, liberal or
divided in their attitudes to religion reported a shorter
commitment than those who reported that their parents'
attitudes were committed, strict or nominal. Parents'
denominational affiliation was a significant predictor of
length of commitment for all three groups. Those whose
parents' affiliation was with the same denomination as
their own reported the longest commitment. Those whose
parents belonged to a different denomination reported the
next longest commitment and those whose parents were
non-religious reported the shortest commitment. The group
of people who reported having joined a church because of
their parents' influence and those who joined under the
age of 15 also reported a longer commitment than other
groups. Those who described their parents' attitudes
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Religious Involvement by Parents' Religion

Religious

Parents' Religion

Invo1vement
Same

Different

Non-

Religious
df=2,159

Length

Activities

Attendance

Importance

**P<.01

11.65**

0.41

0.51

2.10

n=84

n=45

n=34

M

26.24

18.83

11.15

SD

17.63

15.15

10.62

M

1.96

1.78

2.04

SD

1.25

1.17

1.34

M

4.57

4.58

4.42

SD

0.76

0.84

0.92

M

1.36

1.24

1.16

SD

0.58

0.42

0.31
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Table 6.7
Univariate Analyses, Means

Standard Deviations for

Religious Involvement by R

on for Joining a Church

Reason for Joining a Church

Religious
Involvement
F

Parents'

df=2,160

Influence Decision

Adult

Social

n=76 n=60 n=27

32.91

10.35

12.73

15.14

9.92

12.35

Activities 0.75 M

1.93

1.75

2. 17

SD

1.24

1.27

1.34

Attendence 2.11 M

4.62

4.41

4.38

SD

0.65

0.93

0.97

Importance 1.62 M

1.36

1.14

1.23

SD

0.56

0.40

0.45

Length

57.25**

SD

**p<.01

M
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Table 6.8
Univariate Analyses, Means a:

Standard Deviations for
I

Religious Involvement by Age

Religious

.

-*!

Joining a Church

Age of Joining a Church

Involvement
F

0-15

df=2,160

n=84 n=44 n=35

16-25

Over 25

30.26

11.61

9.64

16.05

11.83

9.91

Activities 1.09 M

2.07

1.73

1.72

SD

1.24

1.12

1.16

Attendance 0.54 M

4.63

4.42

4.51

SD

0.77

0.91

0.74

Importance 2.32 M

1.27

1.14

1.34

0.46

0.34

0.57

Length

39.72**

SD

**P<.01

M
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Table 6.9
Univariate Analyses, Means and Standard Deviations for Religious
Involvement by Parents* Att itude to Religion

Parents' Attitude to Religion

Religious
Involvement

Comm-

Nomin-

Lib-

Disint-

Div-

itted

inal

eral

erested

ided

n=50

n=43

n=13

n=22

n=13

5.12** M 26.23

26.45

22.73

16.31

8.28

14.84

SD 19.03

15.64

18.02

16.15

1.34

12.86

M

1.74

1.98

2.12

1.53

1.76

1.96

SD

1.24

1.17

1.14

1.32

1.36

1.26

Attendance 3.78** M

4.63

4.66

4.71

3.82

4.17

4.55

SD

0.75

0.68

0.43

1.18

1.22

0.57

M

1.25

1.26

1.42

1.51

1.28

1.25

SD

0.41

0.42

0.55

0.69

0.52

0.47

Strict

F
df=5,157

n=22

Length

Activities 0.93

Importance 1.23

**p<.01

115

Table 6.10
Univariate Analyses, Means and Standard Deviations for Religious
Involvement by Denomination

Religious

Denomination

Involvement
F

Cath-

Angl-

Unit- Church Pente- Bapt-

df=6, 156 olic ican ing of costal ist ation
Christ Army
n=41 n=34 n=31 n=22 n=13 n=13 n=8

Length 4.11** M 30.62 15.51 19.83 19.73 10.42 22.75 22.42
SD 20.14 15.73 14.05 15.53 10.40 12.91 14.25
Activities 1.75 M 1.84 1.67 2.18 2.35 1.54 2.46 2.07
SD 1.34 1.08 1.13 1.14 0.95 1.36 1.31
Attendance 1.56 M 4.63 4.22 4.51 4.67 4.56 4.74 5.06
SD 0.75 0.95 0.54 0.94 0.56 0.57 0.16
Importance 0.51 M 1.25 1.34 1.27 1.25 1.14 1.15 1.16
SD 0.45 0.64 0.43 0.44 0.45 0.43 0.43

**p<.01

Salv-
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as disinterested or liberal reported less regular
attendance at church services than those who described
their parents' attitudes in other ways. Catholic people
reported a significantly longer commitment than other
denominations. This finding was considered to reflect the
fact that Catholics, almost without exception, reported
that they had been involved in their religion since birth.
Those from other denominations were more likely to
calculate their length of commitment from the age of a
personal decision. Although denominational affiliation
appeared to have only minimal relationship to these
aspects of religious involvement, it was decided that any
differences in religious or personal history between the
denominational groups should be investigated. MANOVA
revealed a significant difference in these variables for
denomination F(35,745)=2.24, p<.001. Univariate analyses
are shown in Table 6.11. Duncans Multiple Range tests
indicated that the Catholic and Salvation Army people were
older than those in other denominations. The Uniting,
Pentecostal and Salvation Army groups reported less
leisure activities than other groups and the Catholic and
Baptist people reported having joined their church earlier
than other denominations. These results suggested that the
Catholic group's longer commitment was due to their being
older and having joined their church at an earlier age
than most groups, as proposed earlier. Overall the results
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Table 6.11
Univariate Analyses, Means and Standard Deviations for Personal and
Religious History by Denomination
History Denomination
F Cath- Angl- Unit- Church Pente- Bapt- Salvdf=5,149 olic lean ing of costal ist ation
Christ Army
n=41 n=34 n=31 n=22 n=13 n=13 n=8

Age 3.55* M 42.32 34.23 35.82 35.02 30.81 35.03 52.32
SD 17.82 10.73 12.85 14.05 6.66 11.32 13.36
Education 2.23 M 13.95 14.26 14.48 12.94 12.46 12.88 12.34
SD 3.35

3.14

3.27

4.25

2.26

3.07

1.28

Income 1.52 M 2.15

1.92

2.06

1.82

1.67

1.73

1.95

SD 0.84

0.65

0.62

0.84

0.55

0.62

0.86

Occupation .69 M 5.64

4.82

5.04

4.82

5.52

4.84

4.62

SD 2.15

1.72

2.17

2.67

1.53

1.65

1.43

Leisure 3.22**M 2.43

2.54

2.22

3.13

1.94

2.35

1.95

SD 0.83

1.04

1.04

1.23

1.29

1.10

0.83

Children .62 M 2.14

1.84

1.77

1.95

1.60

1.84

2.95

SD 2.04

1.65

1.73

1.63

1.71

1.64

1.63

Age of 4.46* M 9.64 17.77 15.33 14.92 20.43 10.25 30.66
Joining SD 15.23 13.25 7.91 9.94 7.75 9.24 20.98
Parents' 2.71 M 2.86 3.97 3.37 4.04 3.43 3.16 3.92
Attitude SD 1.74 1.63 1.73 1.81 1.73 1.55 1.65
*p<.05

**p<.01
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show that for socioeconomic status and most aspects of
religious history and involvement, the denominational
groups were homogeneous.

Construct Organisation
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Construct Organisation and Personal History
The series of MANOVAS using personal history variables
as dependent variables revealed no significant differences
in construct organisation due to these variables.
The series of Sign Tests carried out on the construct
organisation variables assessed the general pattern of
organisation for the entire group. Means and standard
deviations for these variables are shown in Table 6.12. Of
particular interest were the comparisons between aspects
of organisation in religious subsystems and secular
susbsystems. Sign tests indicated that the religious and
secular subsystems were significantly different in
organisation. There was more reciprocity among religious
constructs (RECREL) than among secular constructs
(RECSEC), Z=4.46, p<.01, and also more independence among
secular constructs (INDSEC) than among religious
constructs (INDREL), Z=11.25, p<.01. These results
indicated that participants had more differentiation among
secular constructs than among religious constructs. There
was no difference in the hierarchical structure of
constructs within the two subsystems. The integration of
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Table 6.12
Means and Standard Deviations for Construct Organisation
Variables for the Entire Group. n=150

Construct Organisation M SD

Superordinancy within Religious Subsystem

28.23

Superordinancy within Secular Subsystem 24.92 11.03
Reciprocity within Religious Subsystem 34.41 16.68
Reciprocity within Secular Stibsystem 26.03 15.20
Independence within Religious Subsystem 2.76 2.88
Independence within Secular Subsystem 12.73 7.62
Superordinancy of Religious Constructs
over Secular 43.86 23.61
Superordinancy of Secular Constructs
over Religious 21.57 16.01
Reciprocity between Subsystems 50.75 25.95
Independence between Subsystems 4.99 3.80

12.46
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these two subsystems for the group involved some
reciprocal relationships between secular and religious
constructs and some constructs in each subsystem which
were independent. However, there was significantly more
superordinancy of religious constructs over secular
constructs (RELIMP) than superordinancy of secular
constructs over religious (SECIMP), ^=5.57, P<.01. This
pattern of construct organisation indicates that these
people, who describe themselves as religious and have
committed themselves to religious involvement, have within
their construct systems a subsystem of religious
constructs which is differentiated from, and superordinate
to, some other aspects of their construing. Though
variations in the pattern of organisation were not
predicted by age, sex or socioeconomic factors, some
aspects of their religious history and current
involvements were related to variations in this pattern.

Construct Organisation and Religious History
Only one religious history variable, denomination
F(50,655)=1.91, P<01, was significantly related to
construct organisation. Table 6.13 shows the univariate
analyses for this variable. The Salvation Army group was
omitted from the analysis because of its small size.
Duncan's Multiple Range test was used to assess the
differences between the groups. The Church of Christ group
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had higher scores than all other groups for superordinancy
within the religious subsystem (SUPREL). This suggests
that for this group religious constructs were organised
into an hierarchical order with some religious constructs
superordinate to others, and representing the more
influential aspects of their religious experience. The
Uniting church group had lower scores on this variable
than other groups. There was no difference between groups
in terms of the hierarchical structure within their
secular subsystem of constructs (SUPSEC). For reciprocity
within the religious system (RECREL) the Uniting church
group had higher scores than all other groups, suggesting
that for this group religious constructs were highly
undifferentiated, sharing much common meaning and
functioning in the same way. Reciprocity within the
secular subsystem (RECSEC) separated the denominations
into two groups. The Church of Christ, Uniting and
Catholic groups scored significantly higher than the
Anglican, Pentecostal and Baptist groups for this aspect
of their construing. These two groupings also held for
Independence among secular constructs (INDSEC), the
Anglican, Pentecostal and Baptist scoring higher than the
Catholic, Church of Christ and Uniting churches. This
pattern indicated that half the groups were characterised
by more undifferentiated secular constructs and the other
half by differentiated and independently operating
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Table 6.13
Univariate Analyses, Means and Standard Deviations for Construct
Organisation by Denomination
Cath-

Angl-

Unit- Church Pente-

Bapt-

olic

ican

ing

ist

n=40

n=32

n=27

n=17

n=13

n=13

M

29. 12

31.33

20. 14

34.77

29.59

25.31

SD

11.14

11.86

10.27

13.81

12.91

25.32

M

23.23

27.44

23.35

25.83

22.65

28.56

SD

11.63

12.84

8.05

11.72

8.15

11.26

M

33. 14

29.42

44.37

28.75

33.73

38.24

SD

16.26

14.27

17.25

14.54

16.46

18.48

M

30. 15

22. 13

27.65

32.52

18.07

19.28

SD

16.13

13.07

16.13

15.52

9.08

13.72

M

2.36

3.53

2.46

2.92

2.61

2.30

SD

2.71

3.23

2.43

3.15

2.86

2.37

M

12.45

14.83

9.77

9.58

16.69

15.04

SD

8.83

6.97

4.95

4.83

7.36

9.71

M

49.25

42.96

41.52

43.84 '31.13

47.32

SD

24.52

20.53

27.04

19.26

17.57

28.88

M

16.80

22.19

19.25

28.24

26.43

24.62

SD

9.95

15.23

11.53

16.87

15.92

31.44

M

48.51

44.65

63.16

62.47

42.68

39.62

SD

28.91

20.56

20.67

27.78

28.67

21.93

M

3.73

6.22

4.54

4.31

6.70

6.23

SD

3.61

4.02

3.53

3.20

3.72

3.93

Organisation
F
df=5,136

SUPREL

SUPSEC

RECREL

RECSEC

INDREL

INDSEC

RELIMP

SECIMP

RECIPROCITY

4.23**

1.03

3.32**

3.18**

0.64

3.06**

1.29

1.93

3.29**

INDEPENDENCE 2.69*

*P<.05

**P<.01

Christ costal
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constructs. The latter groups had more dimensions with
which to understand and anticipate the secular elements of
their lives.
There were no differences in independence within the
religious subsystem (INDREL) between the groups. There
were also no differences in the degree of superordinancy
of one subsystem over the other (RELIMP and SECIMP). The
Church of Christ and Uniting groups had higher scores than
all other groups for reciprocity between religious and
secular constructs (RECIPROCITY), suggesting that not only
were their secular subsystems characterised by much common
ground, but their secular constructs shared much common
meaning with religious constructs. For independence
between the religious and secular subsystems
(INDEPENDENCE) the two groupings of denominations were
again evident, with the Catholic, Church of Christ and
Uniting Church groups scoring significantly lower than the
Anglican, Pentecostal and Baptist groups. This again
suggests that some of these denominations had in common
construct systems characterised by differentiated,
independently functioning subsystems of constructs, while
others were characterised by more undifferentiated, highly
integrated construct systems.

Construct Organisation and Religious Involvement.
Canonical correlations were carried out using two sets
of construct organisation variables with the religious
involvement variables. The first set included the
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organisation variables relevant to the religious
subsystem. The second included the organisation variables
relevant to the secular subsystem. Exploring the two areas
separately avoided including variables in a set together
which were linear combinations of other variables, and
also minimised high correlations between pairs of
variables in a set. The analyses revealed two significant
2

results. One significant canonical correlation, R=.43, R
z

=.18, % (24,N=150)=51.71, p<.01, was found between
religious construct organisation and religious
involvement. With the first canonical variate pair removed
2

X

Z

values were not significant, "X/ (15,N=150)=22.5, p<.10,

so only the first pair of canonical variates was
interpreted. Though canonical variates have been
interpreted from the standardised canonical variate
coefficients, it is considered preferable to use the
correlation between original variables and canonical
variates (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983). Table 6.14 shows the
canonical variate coefficients, and the correlations
between the variables and the canonical variates. With a
cut-off correlation of .3 for interpretation, the
variables relevant to the canonical variate in the
construct organisation set were superordinancy within
religious subsystem (SUPREL), reciprocity within religious
subsystem (RECREL), independence among religious
constructs (INDREL), reciprocity between the subsystems
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Table 6.14
Canonical Variate Coefficients and Correlation
Coefficients for Religious Involvement and Construct
Organisation

Variables

Canonical Variate

Correlation

Coefficients Coefficients

Construct Organisation
SUPREL

0.56

-0.63

RECREL

0. 11

-0.86

INDREL

0.68

-0.71

RELIMP

0.41

0.38

RECIPROCITY

0.38

0.55

INDEPENDENCE

0. 14

0.23

Attendance

0.23

-0.10

Activities

0.77

0.78

Importance

0.61

-0.66

Length

0.02

-0.04

Religious Involvement

(RECIPROCITY) and superordinancy of religious constructs
over secular (RELIMP). In the religious involvement set
the relevant variables were number of activities and
importance of religious commitment. Those who reported
being more involved in church activities and rated their
religious experience as very important had low
superordinancy ofsome religious constructs over others,
low independence among religous constructs, high
reciprocity among religious constructs, high reciprocity
between religious and secular constructs and high
superordinancy of religious constructs over secular. One
significant canonical correlation was also found between
secular construct organisation and religious involvement,
2

2

2

R=-.34, R =.14, X(28,N=150)=43.1, p<.03. Subsequent X
2.

values were not significant, X (18,N=150)=21.18, p<.27.
The first canonical correlation thus again accounted for
the significant relationship between these two sets of
variables. The canonical variate coefficients, and
correlations between variables and the variates are shown
in Table 6.15. The relevant variables for the secular
construct organisation set were reciprocity among secular
constructs (RECSEC), independence among secular constructs
(INDSEC), superordinancy of secular constructs over
religious (SECIMP), and independence between subsystems
(INDEPENDENCE). In the religious involvement set the
relevant variables were activities, importance and length
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Table 6.15
Canonical Variate Coefficients and Correlation
Coefficients for Secular Construct Organisation and
Religious Involvement
Variables

Canonical Variate

Correlation

Coefficients Coefficients

Construct Organisation
SUPSEC

0.50

-0.29

RECSEC

0.44

0.35

INDSEC

0.83

-0.61

SECIMP

0.63

-0.60

RECIPROCITY

0.19

0.21

INDEPENDENCE

0.44

-0.41

Attendance

0.25

-0.05

Activities

0.55

0.50

Importance

0.70

-0.63

Length

0.54

0.44

Religious Involvement
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of commitment. Those who reported being more involved in
church activities, rated their religious experience as
very important and had been involved for a greater length
of time, had higher reciprocity and lower independence
among secular constructs, less secular implications for
religious constructs, and less independence between
religious and secular subsystems. These patterns indicate
that those who reported being very involved in church
activities and rated religion as very important to their
lives had construct systems characterised by high
reciprocity among constructs within religious and secular
subsystems and also much integration between subsystems.
Between religious and secular areas of life there was a
great deal of common ground. These people were also less
likely to have secular areas which were influential over
religious aspects of their experience and more likely to
construe some religious aspects as superordinate over
secular areas.

Effectiveness of Religious Construing
Affect and Personal History
Results of the series of MANOVAS indicated that age,
F(18,429)=l.17, p<.03, and education, F(18,429)=1.90,
p<.01, were the only personal history variables
significantly related to affect variables. Tables 6.16 and
6.17 show the univariate analyses for these variables.

Table 6.16
Univariate Analyses, Means and Standard Deviations for
Affect by Age
•Mil.

M .

,.»—.il-l-

..Ml1»Mg

Affect F Age
df=3,146 16-25 26-36 37-50 50+
n=33 n=52 n=33 n=32

Guilt

7.14**

Anxiety 0.96

Positive 0.37
Affect
Hostility 0.82

Interaction 0.61
with other
Interaction 1.73
with God

*P<.05 **p<.01

M

22.91

22.24

SD

9.63

M

21.45

14.45

9.14

8.27

7.74

1.26

1.15

1.24

1.04

SD

0.61

0.52

0.65

0.54

M

1.61

1.70

1.70

1.67

SD

0.42

0.50

0.45

0.33

M

1.22

1. 15

1. 15

1.04

SD

0.43

0.44

0.52

0.52

M

0.49

0.54

0.50

0.50

SD

0.13

0.14

0.26

0.22

M

0.29

0.26

0.32

0.35

SD

0.26

0.24

0.27

0.22

Table 6.17
Univariate Analyses, Means and Standard Deviations for
Affect by Education

Affect

F

Years of Formal Education

df=3,146 10 12 14 16
n=45 n=18 n=36 n=51

M

17.92

21. 15

23.05

20.94

SD

9.23

8.47

11.55

6.64

M

1. 13

1.29

1.10

1.20

SD

0.56

0.73

0.44

0.68

M

1.64

1.77

1.63

1.69

SD

0.46

0.34

0.52

0.43

M

1.05

1.24

1.21

1.14

SD

0.54

0.53

0.42

0.53

M

0.54

0.54

0.50

0.48

with others

SD

0.22

0.12

0.27

0.13

Interaction

5. 65** M

0.38

0.29

0.31

0.24

SD

0.25

0.22

0.24

0.15

Guilt

Anxiety

Positive

2. 19

0. 43

0. 58

Affect
Hostility

Interaction

with God

**P<.01

1. 03

1. 12
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Though scores for interaction with others and with God
were included in the analyses of affect scores, the
results pertaining to these two scores will be considered
separately in the following section. Duncan's Multiple
Range tests were carried out to assess the differences in
affect between groups. Age was significantly related to
guilt. Those who were over fifty years of ageexperienced
less guilt than other age groups. Education was
significantly related to interaction with God. Those with
the lowest level of formal education reported more
interaction with God than other groups. Those with the
highest level of education reported less interaction with
God.

Affect and Religious History
The only variable in the religious history set which
was significantly related to affect scores was
denomination F(30,675)=2.47, p<.01. Table 6.18 shows the
univariate analyses for this variable. This result
remained significant when the effects of age and education
were taken into account by using them as co-variates in
multivariate analyses of co-variance (MANCOVAS). Duncan's
Multiple Range tests showed that the Catholic group was
significantly lower then the other groups for guilt and
for hostility. The Church of Christ group scored
significantly higher than other groups for hostility. The
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Table 6.18
Univariate Analyses, Means and Standard Deviations for Affect by
Denomination**

Affect

Denomination

F Cath- Angl- Unit- Church Pente- Bapfc
df=5,136 olic ican ing of costal 1st
Christ
n=40 n=32 n=27 n=17 n=13 n=13

Guilt

5 .27** M 16.83

21.25

21.87

20.23

25.85

28.94

SD

7.46

9.53

7.65

6.41

8.55

11.27

M

1.17

1.17

1.21

1.34

1.30

0.97

SD

0.58

0.66

0.34

0.63

0.56

0.53

M

1.57

1.78

1.62

1.69

1.70

1.70

SD

0.35

0.54

0.52

0.46

0.47

0.24

M

0.98

1.18

1.07

1.41

1.13

1.29

SD

0.47

0.55

0.53

0.56

0.37

0.43

M

0.48

0.55

0.54

0.43

0.56

0.47

with others

SD

0. 16

0.24

0.23

0.13

0.16

0.16

Interaction

3. 72** M

0.29

0.26

0.22

0.35

0.45

0.30

SD

0.26

0.24

0.17

0.24

0.27

0.28

Anxiety

Positive

0. 69

1. 17

Affect
Hostility

Interaction

with God

2. 46*

2. 11

**P<.01
jf The Salvation Army group were omitted from this analysis
because of their small n
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Baptist and Pentecostal groups, though small, reported
significantly higher guilt than other groups. The
significant result for the Pentecostal group for
interaction with God will be returned to in the next
section.

Affect and Religious Involvement.
Canonical correlations to assess the relationship
between religious involvement and affect yielded one
significant pair of canonical variates, R=.46, R =.21, X
(30,N=150)=47.48, p<.05. With this pair of canonical
variates removed X values were no longer significant, X
(20,N=150)=13.29, g<.86, so only the first canonical
correlation was interpreted. Table 6.19 shows the
canonical variate coefficients and correlations of
variables with canonical variates. The variables relevant
in the affect set were guilt, hostility, interaction with
others and interaction with God. Variables relevant in the
religious involvement set were length of religious
involvement and importance of religion. The pattern
indicated that those, for whom religious involvement was
very important and who had remained involved over a long
period of time, expressed little hostility, little guilt
and reported more interaction with God and with other
people. The interactive aspect will be returned to in the
next section.
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Table 6.19
Canonical Variate Coefficients and Correlation
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Coefficients for Affect and Religious Involvement

Variables

Canonical Variate

Correlation

Coefficients Coefficients

Affect
Guilt

0.44

-0.58

Anxiety

0.15

0.15

Positive Affect

-0.13

-0.03

Hostility

-0.38

-0.57

0.40

0.38

0.57

0.59

0.51

0.43

Attendance

-0.27

0.10

Activities

0.12

0.18

Importance

-0.91

-0.85

Interaction
with Others
Interaction
with God

Religious Involvement
Length
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Low hostility and guilt have already been shown to be
significantly related to religious denomination and to
age. Together these results suggest that people who have
been involved in a religious life for a long period and
for whom it is very important, perceive less discrepancy
experience of themselves and the world around them.
Younger people, who have had a shorter involvement in
religious aspects of life may be more likely to be
struggling with remaining true to constructs about self
which they have incorporated into their construct systems.

Affect and Construct Organisation.
Canonical correlations assessing the relationships
between the two sets of construct organisation variables
and affect were both significant. For religious construct
organisation and affect the first pair of canonical
Z

2

variates were significantly related, R=.46, R =.22, X
(36,N=150)=64.64, p<.01. With this canonical pair removed
2

X

2

values were no longer significant, X (25,N=150)=30.29,

P<.21, therefore only the first canonical correlation was
interpreted. Table 6.20 shows the canonical variate
coefficients, and correlations for these variables. The
variables relevant in the affect set were guilt, anxiety,
positive affect and interaction with others. In the
religious construct organisation set the important
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Table 6.20
Canonical Variate Coefficients and Correlation
Coefficients for Affect and Religious Construct
Organisation

Variables

Canonical Variate
Coefficients

Correlation
Coefficients

Affect
0.40

0.38

-0.28

-0.43

0.64

0.71

-0.08

0.01

0.44

0.57

-0.11

-0.02

SUPREL

-0.08

-0.21

RECREL

0.51

0.02

INDREL

0.49

0.30

RELIMP

0.02

-0.06

-0.28

-0.54

0.71

0.85

Guilt
Anxiety
Positive Affect
Hostility
Interaction
with others
Interaction
with God

Construct Organisat ion

RECIPROCITY
INDEPENDENCE
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variables were independence among religious constructs
(INDREL), independence between religious and secular
subsystems (INDEPENDENCE) and reciprocity between
religious and secular subsystems (RECIPROCITY). Those who
had high independence among constructs, both within the
religious subsystem and between religious and secular
subsystems, and low functional equivalence between
religious and secular constructs were experiencing high
positive affect, high guilt, low anxiety, and much
interaction with other people. The CANCORR for secular
construct organisation and affect also yielded one
significant result, R=.45, R =.21, X (36,N=150)=61.24,
P<.05. Subsequent X values were not significant, X
(25,N=150)=27.71, p<.32, so again the first pair of
canonical variates accounted for the relationship between
these sets of variables. Table 6.21 shows the canonical
variate coefficients, and correlation coefficients for
this analysis. The important variables in the affect set
were anxiety, positive affect and interaction with others.
The variables relevant in the secular construct
organisation set were reciprocity among secular constructs
(RECSEC), independence among secular constructs (INDSEC),
superordinancy of secular over religious constructs
(SECIMP) and independence between secular and religious
subsystems (INDEPENDENCE). Those who had much functional
equivalence and little independence among their secular
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Table 6.21
Canonical Variate Coefficients and Correlation
Coefficients for Affect and Secular Construct Organisation

Variables

Canonical Variate

Correlation

Coefficients

Coefficients

Affect
Guilt

0.04

-0.04

Anxiety

0.32

0.45

Positive Affect

0.53

-0.71

Hostility

0.08

-0.03

-0.61

-0.70

-0.13

-0.20

SUPSEC

0.10

0.14

RECSEC

0.50

0.71

INDSEC

-0.42

-0.78

SECIMP

0.39

0.47

RECIPROCITY

-0.07

0.28

INDEPENDENCE

-0. 18

-0.49

Interaction
with others
Interaction
with God

Construct Organissation
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constructs, high superordinancy of secular over religious
constructs and little independence between secular and
religious subsystems were experiencing high anxiety, low
positive affect and few interactions with others. Together
these patterns suggest that those who had highly
undifferentiated construct systems characterised by much
functional equivalence among constructs, within subsystems
and between the religious and secular areas of construing,
were more likely to be uncertain in their understanding of
their world. Having some secular constructs which were
superordinate over religious constructs also contributed
to this pattern. A greater sense of validation of
constructs was expressed in relation to having more
independent constructs within subsystems and more
independence between religious and secular aspects of
life. This was also related to more interaction with other
people. However, operating with a more differentiated set
of constructs was also related to guilt. This suggests
that broadening the construct system so as to be more able
to anticipate and understand the events of life may also
involve a struggle with maintaining core identity.

In the next section the results relevant to
interacting with other people and interacting with God
will be presented.
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Interaction with Others and with God
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Interaction with Others and Religious Involvement,
As shown in Table 6.19 there was a significant
relationship between religious involvement and interaction
with others. Those for whom religious involvement was very
important, and who had remained involved over a long
period of time, were experiencing more positive
interaction with others. CANCORR, using the two sets of
interaction subscores and the set of religious involvement
variables, revealed no significant relationships.
Therefore these people were reporting more positive
interaction with others generally, but not specifically in
any particular type of interaction nor role in
interaction.

Interaction with Others and Construct Organisation.
Interaction with others was found to be related to
construct organisation, as shown in Tables 6.20 and 6.21.
CANCORRS, using the two sets of construct organisation
scores and two sets of interaction subscores, revealed
four significant canonical correlations. For religious
construct organisation and type of interaction, the first
2

canonical pair of variates was significant, R=.40, R_ =.16,
2

X(24,N=150)=44.62, p<.01. Subsequent canonical
2.

correlations were not significant, X(15,N=150), p<.21,
and were not interpreted. One significant canonical

141

correlation was also found between religious construct
2

organisation and role in interaction with others, R=.38, R
2

2

=.15, X(18,N=150)=37.80, p<.01. Again, subsequent X
z
values were not significant, X(10,N=150)=14.79, p<.14.
The canonical variate coefficients and correlations of
variables with canonical variates are shown in Table 6.22.
The variables important in the relationship between type
of interaction and religious construct organisation were
solidarity, intimacy and sharing with superordinancy among
religious constructs (SUPREL), reciprocity between
subsystems (RECIPROCITY) and independence between
subsystems (INDEPENDENCE). Those who had low
superordinancy among religious constructs, and low
functional equivalence and high independence between
religious and secular construing, reported more support,
intimacy and sharing with other people. The variables
important in the relationship between role in interaction
and religious construct organisation were reacting,
initiating and joint interacting with superordinancy among
religious constructs (SUPREL), reciprocity among religious
constructs (RECREL), superordinancy of religious
constructs over secular (RELIMP) and independence between
subsytems (INDEPENDENCE). Those who had low superordinancy
and high reciprocity among religious constructs, low
superordinancy of religious constructs over secular and
high independence between religious and secular construing
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Table 6.22
Canonical Variate Coefficients and Correlation
Coefficients for Interaction with Others and Religious
Construct Organisation
Variables

Canonical Variate
Coefficients

Correlation
Coefficients

Type of Interaction
Solidarity

0. 17

0.34

Intimacy

0.73

0.75

-0.20

-0.05

0.60

0.61

SUPREL

-0.56

-0.30

RECREL

-0.06

0.03

INDREL

-0.05

0.14

RELIMP

-0.27

-0.26

RECIPROCITY

-0.67

-0.64

0.44

0.73

Reactor

0.31

0.36

Initiator

0.67

0.67

Joint

0.66

0.63

SUPREL

-0.73

0.59

RECREL

-0.04

0.47

INDREL

-0.32

-0.24

RELIMP

-0.25

-0.38

RECIPROCITY

-0.35

-0.22

0.52

0.62

Influence
Shared
Construct Organisation

INDEPENDENCE

Role in Interaction

Construct Organisation

INDEPENDENCE
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seemed involved in more interaction in each role. One
significant canonical correlation was also found between
secular construct organisation and each set of interaction
subscores. The relationship between type of interaction
2

2

and secular construct organisation, R=.38, R =.14, X'
(24,N=150)=39.91, p<.05, included intimacy and sharing
with reciprocity among secular constructs (RECSEC),
independence among secular constructs (INDSEC),
reciprocity between religious and secular constructs
(RECIPROCITY) and independence between religious and
secular constructs (INDEPENDENCE). Those who had low
reciprocity and high independence among secular
constructs, low reciprocity and high independence between
subsystems reported much intimacy and sharing in "
interaction with others. Subsequent canonical correlations
2.

were not significant, X (15,N=150)=17.37, p<.29, and were
not interpreted. The significant pair of canonical
variates between role in interaction and secular construct
2

2

organisation, R=.38, R =.15, X(18,N=150)=34.51, P<-01,
included initiating and joint interaction with
superordinancy among secular constructs (SUPSEC),
reciprocity among secular constructs (RECSEC),
independence among secular constructs (INDSEC),
superordinancy of secular constructs over religious
(SECIMP), and independence between subsystems
(INDEPENDENCE). Those who had low superordinancy, low
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reciprocity and high independence among secular
constructs, low secular implications for religious
constructs and high independence between religious and
secular constructs, were more likely to be initiating
interaction and interacting jointly with others.
2

Subsequent canonical correlations were not significant, X
(10,N=150)= 11.19, p<.34, and were not interpreted. The
canonical variate coefficients and correlation
coefficients for the significant relationships are shown
in Table 6.23.
These patterns show that independence between
religious and secular subsystems was related to
supportive, intimate interactions and shared experience.
There were more personally satisfying, close, empathic
relationships and more sharing with others reported by
those who had differentiated constructs for understanding
the religious and secular elements of life. This was so
for initiating one to one interaction and also for
interaction experienced jointly with others. Greater
independence and less reciprocity among constructs within
the secular subsystem also contributed to these
interactions. The roles taken by participants in
interaction were also related to superordinancy of one
subsystem over the other. Interacting with others would
seem to be enhanced by having fewer religious implications
for secular constructs and fewer secular implications for
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Table 6.23
Canonical Variate Coefficients and Correlation

Coefficients for Interaction with Others and Secular
Construct Organi:sation
Variables

Canonical Variate

Correlation

Coefficients

Coefficients

Type of Interact ion
-0.03

-0.20

0.79

0.77

-0.25

-0.12

0.59

0.57

SUPSEC

-0.09

-0.15

RECSEC

-0.28

-0.63

INDSEC

0.65

0.93

SECIMP

-0.18

-0.29

RECIPROCITY

-0.04

-0.33

0.22

0.73

Reactor

0.11

0.18

Initiator

0.86

0.85

Joint

0.50

0.47

SUPSEC

0.50

0.41

RECSEC

0.84

0.46

INDSEC

-0.54

-0.50

SECIMP

0.49

0.61

-0.30

0.12

0.17

-0.62

Solidarity
Intimacy
Influence
Shared
Construct Organi sation

INDEPENDENCE

Role in Interact ion

Construct Organi sation

RECIPROCITY
INDEPENDENCE
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religious constructs. This suggests that having more
distinctions between the religious and secular areas of
life provided these people with more opportunities for
positive interactions with other people.

Interactions with God and Personal History
All four types of interaction with God were referred
to in the participants' verbalisations. Ninety seven of
the 150 participants (65%) reported sharing interactions
with God. Ninety (60%) reported solidarity interactions.
Seventy eight (52%) talked about God in an influential
role in their lives, and 66 (44%) participants construed
their relationship with God in intimate terms. On the role
dimension, 92 (62%) reported reacting to God, 79 (53%)
reported being the initiators in interaction, and 69 (46%)
talked about interacting with God jointly with other
people.
A significant relationship was found between
interaction with God and education (See Table 6.17),
indicating that people with less formal education had more
interaction with God. Table 6.24 shows the univariate
analyses following MANOVAS using the interaction subscores
with education. Both type of interaction, F(12,435)=2. 07,
P<.01, and role in interaction F(9,438)=2.27, p<-01,
yielded significant results. Duncan's Multiple Range tests
indicated that people with least education scored
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Table 6.24
Univariate Analyses, Means and Standard Deviations for Type
of Interaction with God by Education

Variables

F

df=3,46

Years of Formal Education
10 12 14 16
n=45 n=18 n=36 n=51

Type of Interaction
Solidarity 2.94* M

0.16

0.14

0.13

0.10

SD

0. 13

0.14

0.11

0. 10

Intimacy 0.72 M

0.10

0.11

0. 12

0.09

SD

0.05

0.11

0. 13

0.08

Influence 5.05** M

0.17

0.11

0.11

0.09

SD

0.13

0.16

0.12

0.13

Shared 3.51** M

0.19

0.13

0.14

0.12

SD

0.12

0. 13

0. 12

0.13

Reactor 3.32** M

0.31

0.22

0.24

0.19

SD

0.23

0.21

0.13

0.12

Initiator 4.67** M

0.15

0.09

0.11

0.08

SD

0.12

0.11

0.10

0.10

Joint 1.95 M

0.11

0.10

0.09

0.07

SD

0.10

0.11

0.10

0.12

Role in Interaction

*P<.05

**p<.01
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significantly higher than other groups for supportive,
influential and shared interactions with God. People with
the highest educational status scored lower than other
groups for these kind of interactions with God but were no
less likely to report loving, caring interactions with
God. On the role dimension, the lowest educational group
scored higher than other groups for reacting to and
initiating interaction with God. Those in the highest
educational level again scored lower than other groups for
both these variables.
One other personal history variable was found to be
related to one aspect of the interaction these people
experienced with God. Though not significantly related to
role in interaction with God, occupation did prove to be
related to the type of interaction with God,
F(12,435)=1.65, p<.05. Table 6.25 shows the univariate
analysis for this variable. Duncan's Multiple range tests
showed that those in the two higher occupational levels
reported more intimate interactions with God than those in
the two lower levels. It is interesting to consider these
results together with the relationship found between
religious involvement and socioeconomic status, described
in Section 1 of this Chapter. Together they suggest that
not only was greater commitment to church involvement
apparent among those with higher socioeconomic status, but
their religious experience, at least in the area of their
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Table 6.25
Univariate Analyses, Means and Standard Deviations for Type
of Interact ion witfci God by Occupation

Occupat:ion

Interaction
Top

Middle

n=39

n=47

n=34

n=30

M

0.11

0.15

0. 14

0. 10

SD

0.10

0.12

0.11

0.02

M

0.11

0.13

0.07

0.10

SD

0.01

0.02

0.10

0.11

M

0.11

0.01

0.01

0.11

SD

0.10

0.12

0.11

0.10

M

0. 13

0.15

0.17

0.13

SD

0.11

0. 13

0.10

0.11

F
df=3,146

Solidarity

Intimacy

Influence

Shared

#

1.64

2.12*

1.18

0.98

Lower

Unemployed

*P<.05
^Occupational levels taken from Congalton Scale. Top=l-3 on
scale, Middle=4-5, Lower=6-7.
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relationship to God, was qualitatively different to those
with lower socioeconomic status.

Interactions with God and Religious History
One religious history variable, denomination, also
proved to be significantly related to interaction with God
(See Table 6.18). Table 6.26 shows the univariate analyses
for the two sets of interaction subscores after MANOVAS,
F(20,544)=2.44, p<.01 and F(15,408)=2.53, p<.01
respectively. These results still held significantly when
education was added to the analyses as a covariate in
order to control for its relationship to interaction with
God. The type of interaction which was related to
denomination was influence. Duncan's Multiple Range tests
indicated that the Pentecostal group scored significantly
higher than other groups for this kind of interaction,
indicating their greater tendency to perceive God as
director or controller of their lives. The Anglican and
Uniting Church groups both scored significantly below the
other groups for this kind of interaction with God,
suggesting that the greatest differences in perceptions of
God are between the more traditional protestant groups and
the less traditional groups. For role in interaction the
Uniting Church group scored significantly lower than other
groups for reacting and the Anglicans scored significantly
lower for initiating interaction with God. All of the
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Table 6.26
Univariate Analyses, Means and Standard Deviations for
Interaction with God by Denomination
Denomination

Interaction

F Cath- Angl- Uni- Church Pente- Bapdf=5,136 olic ican ting Christ costal tist
n=40 n=32 n=27 n=17 n=13 n=13

Type of Interaction
Solidarity 1.09 M 0.12

0.15

0.09

0.14

0.16

0.11

SD 0.10

0. 12

0.02

0.13

0. 12

0.03

Intimacy 1.04 M 0.10

0.09

0.09

0.12

0.13

0.07

SD 0.10

0.02

0. 13

0. 10

0.11

0.02

Influence 8.19**M 0.11

0.08

0.08

0.17

0.26

0.16

SD 0.10

0.02

0.06

0.10

0.12

0.10

Shared 1.45 M 0.16

0.10

0.11

0.13

0.18

0.15

SD 0.12

0.12

0.10

0.12

0.11

0. 12

Reactor 3.55**M 0.22

0.21

0.16

0.31

0.35

0.25

SD 0.10

0.01

0.02

0.12

0.01

0.01

Initiative 2.56* M 0.13

0.07

0.08

0.09

0.14

0.10

SD 0.11

0.02

0.02

0.13

0.01

0.10

Joint 1.73 M 0.07

0.10

0.07

0.07

0.14

0.08

SD 0.01

0.12

0.02

0.12

0.12

0.11

Role in Interaction

*P<.05

**p<.01

152

findings related to each denomination will be reviewed in
the following chapter.

Interaction with God and Religious Involvement.
There was also a significant relationship between
interaction with God and two religious involvement
variables; length of commitment and importance (See Table
6.19). CANCORRS between the two interaction subsets and
the religious involvement variables again revealed that
this relationship was not a function of any particular
type of interaction or role in interaction. Those with
longer commitment to religious involvement and higher
ratings on importance of religious life had more
interaction with God generally.

There was no significant relationship between
interaction with God and the organisation of constructs
within the construct system.

Interaction with God and Interaction with Others,
To assess the degree to which people reported
interacting in similar ways with God and with other
people, CANCORR was carried out on the two subsets of
interaction scores. The canonical variate coefficients and
correlations between variables an canonical variates are
shown in Table 6.27. There was no significant relationship
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Table 6.27
Canonical Variate Coefficients and Correlation
Coefficients for Role in Interaction with God and
Interaction with Others

Variables

Canonical Variate

Correlation

Coefficients Coefficients

Interaction with others
Reactor

0.06

0.01

-0.46

-0.49

0.86

0.88

Reactor

-0.05

-0.08

Initiator

-0.35

-0.19

0.99

0.92

Initiator
Joint

Interaction with God

Joint
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between type of interaction with others and type of
interaction with God. For the second set, role in
interaction with others and role in interaction with God,
2.

one significant canonical correlation was found, R=.44, R
z
=.21, X (9,N=150)=34.65, p<.01. With this canonical
2

variate removed X

values were not significant, X

(4,N=150)=2.29, p<.68. Therefore only the first pair of
canonical variates was interpreted. This pattern indicated
that those who reported less initiating and more joint
interaction with others were more likely to report less
initiating and more interacting with God as part of a
group.

Interaction and Affect
The differences between interacting with God and with
others became more meaningful when the relationship
between interactions and affect was considered. CANCORRS,
using interaction with others and interaction with God
with affect scores, revealed one significant canonical
2

2

correlation, R=.31, R =.09, X(8,N=150)=15.4, p<.05).
2-

Subsequent X

2.

values were not significant, X

(3,N=150)=0.77, jK.85. Canonical variate coefficients and
correlations for these variables are shown in Table 6.28.
Those who reported more interaction with God and with
other people expressed more positive affect and less
hostility. In personal construct terms these were people
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Table 6.28
Canonical Variate Coefficients and Correlation
Coefficients for Interaction and Affect

Variables

Canonical Variate

Correlation

Coefficients

Coefficients

Interaction
Interaction with others 0.65

0.61

Interaction with God 0.79

0.75

Affect
Guilt

-0.11

-0.24

Anxiety

-0.04

-0.17

Positive Affect

0.88

0.87

Hostility

-0.44

-0.42
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whose anticipations about themselves and the world were
generally being validated and there was little attempt to
manipulate the environment or others into conforming with
their expectations.
CANCORR assessing the relationships between Affect
and the four sets of interaction subscores, revealed one
significant canonical correlation between type of
2

2

interaction with others and affect, R=.49, R =.26, X
(16,N=150)=55.1, p<.01, and one for role in interaction
with others, R=.34, R =.15, X (12,N=150)=24.2, p<.02. For
both these sets of variables the second canonical
2

correlations were non-significant, X (9,N=150)=13.6,
2

P<.14, and X(6,N=150)=6.23, p<.39, respectively. The
canonical variate coefficients and correlations between
variables and variates are shown in Table 6.29. Positive
affect was expressed particularly in relation to intimate
relationships, but also in supportive interaction with
others. For those who were most likely to be the reactors,
or receivers in these interactions, there was also less
anxiety. This pattern suggested that when participants
felt loved and supported by others they were likely to
also feel confident that their anticipations about the
world were sound and meaningful.
No significant canonical correlation was found between
role in interaction with God and affect. One significant
canonical correlation was found between type of
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Table 6.29
Canonical Variate Coefficients and Correlation
Coefficients for Interaction with Others and Affect

Type of Interaction with Others
Variables

Canonical Variate Correlation
Coefficients Coefficients

Interaction
Solidarity

0.15

0.34

Intimacy

0.89

0.95

Influence

0.22

0.29

Shared

0.18

-0.14

Guilt

0.16

0.16

Anxiety

0.12

-0.26

Positive Affect

0.95

0.97

Hostility

0.07

0.15

Affect

Role in Interaction with Others
Interaction
Reactor

0.98

0.99

Initiator

0.12

0.20

Joint

0.04

0.02

Guilt

0.09

0.12

Anxiety

0.31

-0.44

Positive Affect

0.86

0.91

Hostility

0.19

0.25

Affect
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2

2

interaction with God and affect, R=.46, R =.21, X
(16,N=150)=41.1, p<.01. The second, non-significant
canonical correlation, X (9,N=150)=6.20, p<.71, was not
interpreted. Canonical variate coefficients and
correlation coefficients are shown in Table 6.30. High
positive affect and low guilt were positively related to
supportive, intimate interactions and also sharing with
God, and negatively to influential interactions with God.
This pattern suggested that, for these people, construing
God as loving and caring, as someone who provides and
nurtures and with whom life is generally shared led to a
sense of validation of expectancies about the world and
also confidence about core identity and the capacity to be
true to themselves. Interactions with a God who was
perceived as the controller or director of life were
unlikely to lead to an experience of affirmation of
constructs about themselves or their worlds. These
patterns together suggested that being open to a greater
range of interactions with others, including God, provided
these people with many opportunities to extend and
validate an understanding of themselves and their worlds.

Comparison of the Religious and Normative Groups
MANOVA, carried out to examine any differences in
affective experience between the religious group and the
normative group, revealed a significant difference,
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Table 6.30
Canonical Variate Coefficients and Correlation
Coefficients for Interaction with God and Affect

Type of Interaction with God
Variables

Canonical Variate Correlation
Coefficients Coefficients

Interaction
0.53

Solidarity

0.39

Intimacy

0.56

0.69

Influence

-0.51

-0.33

Shared

0.52

0.63

Guilt

-0.50

-0.57

Anxiety

0.09

-0.00

Positive Affect

0.81

0.81

Hostility

-0.17

-0.25

Affect
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F(4,295)=58.07, p<.001. The religious group scored
significantly higher on positive affect, hostility and
interaction with others. Table 6.31 shows the univariate
analyses, means and standard deviations for these
variables. This comparison suggested that the religious
people were experiencing a greater degree of validation of
constructs and effectiveness of their construct systems
than the normative group, but they were also more likely
to be actively trying to change the world to fit their
expectations. They also reported more interaction with
other people. The aspects of experience directly related
to religious experience, that is, interaction with God,
and also the guilt scores derived from discrepancy in
ratings on constructs for perceived self and preferred,
were not obtained from the normative group. Therefore no
comparison between the religious and normative groups
could be carried out for these aspects of experience.
When analyses were carried out separately on type of
interaction and role in interaction with others, the
results indicated that it was specifically for intimacy
relationships that the religious group were higher than
the normative group, F(4,295)=13.02, p<.001, both
initiating and responding to close, personally satisfying
relationships, F(3,296)=6.61, JP<.001. Table 6.32 shows the
univariate analyses for these variables.
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Table 6.31
Univariate Analysis, Means and Standard Deviations for
Affect by Group

Affect

F

Group

df=1,298 Religious Normative

Anxiety

0.31

M

1.18

SD 0.62 0.54
Positive Affect 229.14**

M 1.68 0.90
SD 0.43 0.51

Hostility 4.24*

M 1.15 1.02
SD 0.56 0.68

Interaction
with others 7.82**

M 0.52 0.45
SD 0.15 0.27

*P<.05

**p<.01

1.14

Table 6.32
Univariate Analyses, Means and Standard Deviations for
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Interaction with Others by Group

Interaction

F

Group

df=l,298

Religious

Normative

Type of Interact ion
Solidarity

Intimacy

3.20

41.62***

Influence

1.77

Shared

0.68

M

0. 18

0.20

SD

0.12

0.13

M

0.21

0.12

SD

0. 11

0.10

M

0.09

0.08

SD

0.04

0.02

M

0.33

0.31

SD

0.21

0.25

M

0.22

0.16

SD

0.16

0.11

M

0.23

0.20

SD

0.12

0.15

M

0.30

0.30

SD

0.23

0.25

Role in Interaction
Reactor 1

Initiator

Joint i

**P<.01

7.16**

5.38**

0.15
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Construing Over Time
In order to assess the changes over time in construing
for the religious group, their first and second interview
scores for anxiety, hostility, positive affect and guilt
were submitted to repeated measures MANOVAS. This analysis
was significant, F(6,135)=7.43, p<.01. There was a
significant decrease in guilt and significant increases in
anxiety and interaction with others. Table 6.33 shows the
univariate analyses, means and standard deviations for
these scores. These results suggested that three months
after their initial interviews participants were
experiencing less discrepancy between the way they
perceived themselves and their expectations of themselves,
but were also encountering more experiences about which
they were uncertain.
The increase in interaction with others was explored
further, using first and second interview scores for
interaction subscales in repeated measures MANOVAS. Both
type of interaction, F(4,137)=15.91, p<.01, and role in
interaction, F(3,138)=2.84, p<-04, had changed
significantly over time. The univariate analyses, means
and standard deviations for these variables are shown in
Table 6.34. The change in interaction was accounted for by
less intimacy, more influential interacting and more
sharing with others, and also more interacting jointly
with others.

Table 6.33
Univariate Analyses, Means

Standard Deviations for

Affect over Time

Affect

Time

F

Interview 1 Interview 2

df=1,140

17.37**

Guilt

M

20.43

SD 9.17 8.65
Anxiety 9.17**

M 1.18 1.42
SD 0.53 0.87

Positive Affect 2.35

M 1.68 1.59
SD 0.42 0.73

Hostility 0.01

M 1.15 1.16
SD 0.54 0.81

Interaction
with others 4.54*

M 0.52 0.56
SD 0.20 0.27

Interaction
with God 1.78

M 0.30 0.27
SD 0.24 0.21

* p<.05

**p<0.1

17.75

1

Table 6.34
Univariate Analyses, Means and Standard Deviations for
Interaction with Others over Time

Interaction

Time
F

Interview 1

Interview 2

df=l,140

Type of Interaction
Solidarity

Intimacy

Influence

Shared

0.41

16.41**

13.01**

26.81**

M

0.18

0.17

SD

0.12

0.23

M

0.21

0.15

SD

0.14

0.11

M

0.09

0.13

SD

0.05

0.10

M

0.33

0.42

SD

0.26

0.29

M

0.22

0.22

SD

0.15

0.17

M

0.23

0.25

SD

0. 16

0. 14

M

0.30

0.35

SD

0.23

0.26

Role in Interaction
Reactor

Initiator

Joint

*P<.05

0.01

0.47

8.34**

**p<.01
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To assess the degree to which these changes were
related to other factors, multivariate analyses of
co-variance (MANCOVAS) were carried out using personal and
religious history variables as independent variables and
first affect scores as co-variates. There were no
significant differences in second affect scores due to
age, sex, socio-economic status factors, parent's attitude
to religion, participants' reason for joining a church,
age of joining, length of commitment, or denomination. In
each of these analyses the only significant aspect was the
regression of first scores on second scores, indicating
that second affect scores were best predicted by first
scores. Stepwise multiple regression analyses (MRA) were
carried out on second affect scores, with religious
involvement, construct organisation and first interview
scores as predictors. These analyses revealed that
anxiety at second interview was significantly predicted by
high scores on hostility at first interview (R=0.22, R
2

=.05). Though R and R

indicate that only a small

proportion of the variance in anxiety was accounted for by
hostility, the result suggested that those who were most
likely to be resisting invalidating evidence and not
modifying their constructs were likely to experience
subsequent increases in anxiety, that is, greater
awareness that their construct systems were inadequate for
predicting the events of their lives. Less guilt at second
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interview was significantly predicted by low guilt at
z

first interview (R=.63, R =.40), and also by high ratings
on importance of religious involvement and longer
2

involvement (E!=.65, R =.43). These results indicate that
over 40% of the variance in guilt was accounted for by
these variables. This supports the relationship found
between guilt and greater involvement in the first
analyses. Increases in second scores for interaction with
others were also best predicted by first scores on this
variable but also by low anxiety and high interaction with
2

God at first interview (R=.43, R =.19) and also greater
frequency of attendance at church services at first
z
interview (R=.36, R =.13). This again, though not
accounting for a large proportion of the variance in
interaction with others, reflects the positive pattern
found between high interaction with God and with others
and a sense of validation and confidence in constructs. It
seems that those who had more confidence in their
constructs, who experienced more interaction with God and
who were most likely to be attending church frequently,
were also most likely to find their positive interactions
with others increasing. Table 6.35 shows the beta scores
and significance values of these analyses.
Though the other three affect scores did not change
significantly at second interview they were also included
in these analyses. Hostility at second interview was
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Table 6.35
Beta Scores for Multiple Regression on Second Affect Scores

Second Interview
Anxiety Guilt Interaction Host- Interaction
First Interview

with others ility with God

Anxiety

-0.24**

Guilt

0.61**

Interaction
with Others
Hostility

0.31**

0.15*

0.24**

0. 17*

Positive
Affect
Interaction
with God

0.18*

Attendance

0. 19*

Activities
Length

-0. 59**

Importance

0.16**

*P<.05

**p<.01

0.45**
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significantly predicted by hostility at first interview
2

(R=.29, R =.09). Positive affect at second interview was
not significantly predicted by affect, construct
organisation or religious involvement at first interview.
Second scores for interaction with God were best predicted
by high first interview scores for this variable and also
2

for interaction with others (R=.47, R =.22).
A summary of the significant relationships found in
these analyses are presented in the next chapter. I
discuss the implications of the relationships between the
dimensions of construing, before I consider the content of
religious constructs in the following chapters.

CHAPTER SEVEN

AN OVERVIEW OF THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN DIMENSIONS OF
RELIGIOUS EXPERIENCE

"If we can describe a person's definition
of situations, their models for
perceiving, relating and otherwise
interpreting their experience, we have
gone a long way towards accounting for
their behaviour"
(Scheffler, 1972, p.174)
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The results of analyses presented in the last chapter
focussed on the relationships between aspects of the
construing process. The analyses provided both rich and
complex data for consideration. In this chapter those
results are presented less formerly, in order to clarify
and summarise the findings which have thus far emerged
from this research.

Personal and Religious History
Some homogeneity but also some interesting differences
were evident in the group of religious people who
participated in this study. The findings indicated that
women, older people and those in higher socioeconomic
levels had been involved in their religious life longest.
Those in higher socioeconomic levels also reported the
greatest involvement in religious activities. The results
suggested that upbringing and parental influence played a
part in determining some aspects of religious life for
these people, specifically, how long they were likely to
have been committed to their religious life and how often
they were likely to attend church services. However, even
in this relatively small group, less than half reported
that their parents were strict or committed in regard to
religious commitment, and less than half the participants
reported becoming involved in religious life because of
their parents' influence. None of the personal or
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religious history variables were related to the
participants' degree of involvement, nor to how important
their religious commitment was for them. While it was
expected that people's current construing of religious
experience would be influenced by the constructs presented
to them during their upbringing, it also seems evident
that it is not sufficient to explain religious constructs
by referring to identification with parental religious
constructs. Some of these people came to construe
religious experience as important in their adult years and
thus understood these aspects of living differently to
their parents. It was also assumed that people's ongoing
experience and their testing out of their early constructs
would result in varied organisation and modification of
those constructs. It was by considering the organisation
and process of construing that religious experience for
these people was best understood.

The Organisation of Constructs
The ways in which these people organised their
construing of religious and secular aspects of life proved
to be an important aspect of this study. As a group these
people reported subsystems of religious constructs which
were more interrelated than constructs incorporated into a
secular subsystem. The secular elements for the study
included work, family, education, recreation, social
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activities, illness and crisis. It would be expected that
many dimensions for understanding and anticipating these
aspects of life would be needed. In fact, it is likely
that some of these elements would involve their own
subsystem of constructs which could be explored
separately. Within the religious subsystem, constructs
shared much common meaning and involved fewer dimensions
of understanding. Generally, however, religious subsystems
had a superordinate place in these people's construct
systems in relation to their secular constructs. The
religious constructs had significantly more implications
for secular constructs than secular constructs had for
religious constructs, indicating that these religious
constructs were not restricted to those areas of life
which could be seen to be specifically religious, but in
fact, channelled these people's behaviour and goals in
life in other areas. Some religious constructs also had
reciprocal relationships with secular constructs. This
indicated that some aspects of religious experience were
undifferentiated from more secular aspects of their lives
and were understood and anticipated in similar ways. This
pattern for the entire group was emphasised by the
relationship between the reported importance of religious
life and the organisation of constructs. Those who
reported the greatest degree of involvement in religious
activity and rated it most important showed the most
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superordinancy of religious constructs over secular and
the least separation between the two sets of constructs.
The general pattern of construct organisation for the
religious group is depicted in Figure 2. This
representation also indicates the relative importance of
personal history and current involvements in relation to
this pattern of construct organisation.
This organisation of constructs differed among
denominational groups. It may be that as people share
important aspects and events of their lives, they come to
share not only anticipations and understandings about
those events, but also come to organise their expectations
with the same priorities and interrelationships.

The Effectiveness of Construing
Differences in cognitive organisation were also
associated with affect. Those who had highly
undifferentiated construct systems, characterised by many
functionally equivalent constructs, were experiencing much
uncertainty about their anticipations and understandings
of the world and reported little positive interaction with
other people. Having many constructs, which have
reciprocal implications for one another, would mean that
any changes to construing would have far reaching
implications for the construct system as a whole, making
frequent experience of threat possible. It is likely that
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such a construct system would inhibit modification of
construing. Having many undifferentiated constructs also
reduces the number of dimensions available for
understanding experience and events. This would constrict
effectiveness in anticipating outcomes and testing
constructs. Having some important secular expectations,
which have implications for religious experience, also
seems to reduce overall effectiveness of construing.
Further, it seems that having only a few dimensions for
understanding other people reduces effectiveness in
interpersonal interaction.
Those who had organised their religious and secular
constructs into more separated subsystems and had many
independently operating constructs within these systems
were experiencing a high degree of positive affect, little
anxiety and much positive interaction with other people,
but also much guilt. It may be more effective to have two
separate sets of constructs with which to understand the
secular world and the religious areas of life, and to act
in accordance with constructs which are validated in those
areas. Having many independent constructs would allow
people to change some constructs without affecting others,
and to live with some inconsistencies among constructs,
without too much threat to their overall systems. This
pattern of organisation seemed to result in more effective
anticipations about the world, and more positive
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interactions with other people. However, for these people,
it also seemed to involve a sense of going against their
essential understandings of themselves. This pattern may
reflect a struggle, for some of these people, to always
act in accordance with what they feel is their core
identity. These variations in construct organisation and
the associated affective and interpersonal experience are
represented in Figure 3.
The results overall suggested that for those who were
older and had been committed to their religious life for a
long period of time this struggle seemed to be resolved.
For these people there was a very positive experience of
self, others and the world. There was more positive
interaction with God and with other people. There was more
self confidence in terms of core identity and more
satisfaction with their understanding of the world. These
findings have been supported by work carried out in
conjunction with this research (Preston & Viney, 1986),
which assessed the psychosocial maturity of these
religious people in comparison to the matched, normative
group. The results suggested that constructions of self
and the world, which involve commitment to the religious
aspects of living, may be important for positive outcomes
to stages of psychosocial development.
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Though these religious people expressed more positive
affect than the normative group, they also expressed more
hostility. Thus, while they generally experienced a high
degree of validation of their constructs there were still
areas where they were likely to be resisting invalidating
evidence in their worlds and attempting to change the
environment to fit their constructs. This is not a
surprising result. The church generally has attempted to
act in society as an agent of change and also of
resistance to change, monitoring the trends in society by
their own beliefs and standards and attempting to bring
the world into line with those standards. The religious
group also reported more intimacy in relationships with
others than did the normative group. They reported more
initiating and responding in close, empathic, personally
satisfying interactions. It cannot be assumed that these
interactions necessarily take place within the Christian
communities with which these religious people affiliate.
However, it is likely that the sharing of common
understandings and anticipations within these groups of
people enable them to play important roles in one
anothers' lives. The affective experience most
characteristic of the religious people as a group is shown
in Figure 2.
The affective experience of these religious people can
also be considered in the light of other findings. For
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example, a study, using the same measures of affect, of
490 women in 11 transitional stages of life, (Viney,
1980), showed that mean scores for cognitive anxiety
ranged from 1.19 to 1.64. The religious group's scores
(M=l.18) were below the mean scores for all of the eleven
stages, indicating that they were very low. Positive
affect scores for the religious people in this study
(M=1.68) were above the mean scores for all of the stages
represented in Viney's study (0.58 - 1.57). Therefore, the
religious people expressed an unusual number of good
feelings. The range of hostility scores for the women in
transitional stages was 0.58 - 1.49, compared to the
religious group's mean score of 1.15. The scores suggest
that the religious group expressed hostility to
comparatively the same degree as women who are dealing
with the challenging but rewarding events of adding to
their family (M=1.16) or creating a new home (M=1.14)
(Viney, 1980). Similarly, the religious group reported a
comparable amount of positive interactions with other
people (M=0.52) as women who were adding to their family.
The range of mean scores for positive interaction in
Viney's study was 0.32 to 0.63. No statistical comparisons
were carried out with these data. However, consideration
of the scores provide some support for the results of the
comparison between the religious and normative groups,
which suggest that religious people may experience a
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greater sense of validation of their construing, a higher
degree of positive interpersonal interaction and also more
hostility, than people from normative populations.

Construing God
The experience of communication with God also varied
among these people. The lack of relationship between the
type of interaction these people reported with God and
with other people suggested that God is not just
"another", to whom they relate in much the same way as
they relate to other people in their lives. Rather, it
would seem that, for some people at least, constructs
about God involved different aspects of interaction than
constructs about other people. The majority of
participants reported interacting with God in more than
one way, and thus construed God as having more than one
role in their lives. Many talked about God as playing a
supportive, influential and sharing role. Less than half
construed God as one they loved or felt loved by. There
were more reports of being the reactor than the initiator
of interaction. Different understandings of God's role
were found among denominational groups and also among
educational and occupational levels. Those in the higher
socioeconomic levels reported less overall interaction
with God and were more likely to construe God as one who
loved them and who they loved, than as one who was a

182

helper or director of their lives. Further, those who had
been committed to religious involvement longer and found
it most important also experienced more interaction with
God. A high degree of interaction with God as well as with
other people was related to a greater satisfaction with
interpreting and anticipating life's events.

Further

exploration revealed that this validating experience was
most positively associated with construing God as one who
supports and loves and who shares the lives of people, but
negatively associated with construing God as one who
controls and directs lives. These results may reflect the
current teaching within religious groups about the nature
and role of God. They may also reflect a changing
understanding of God among Australian Christians, or a
changing self-image, and a move away from construing God
as an authority figure, especially among those people in
this society in higher educational and socioeconomic
levels.

Changes in Construing
fcMI
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The assessment of affect in this study was used, not
only as an indication of how well religious constructs
were working for these people, but also as an indication
of the process of construing over time. After a three
month period the religious people were expressing more
confidence in living up to their core identities and
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reporting more positive interaction with other people, but
were also expressing more anxiety. A large number of
participants referred to their increased awareness, after
their initial interview, of their own construing and the
discrepancy between their core constructs and the way they
perceived their actions. Some modification of behaviour to
fit in with core constructs may have resulted in
unexpected feedback in some situations for participants.
This could account for the decrease in guilt feelings and
also the increase in uncertainty at second interview. The
best predictors of these changes were involvements in
religious activities, involvements with other people and
with God, and initial affective experience. The results
suggested that these people's construct systems were being
subjected to an ongoing validational process, as depicted
in Figures 2 and 3. The organisation of constructs was not
a significant predictor of affective change over this
period of time. The relationship found between
organisation and affect at first interview may reflect
more stable patterns which would vary only with major
reconstruction within the construct system.

So far the results have focussed on the exploration
of construing processes and give credence to a personal
construct understanding of religious experience. They
provide important understanding of how religious
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constructs function within peoples' construct systems. In
the next chapter other important aspects of this
functioning will be explored; the content or the meanings
in religious construing and the commonality of these
constructs within religious groups.

CHAPTER EIGHT

THE SHARED MEANINGS OF RELIGIOUS EXPERIENCE

"Religious sentiments offer us
hypotheses, hypotheses which we may
voluntarily ignore, but which, as
thinkers, we cannot possibly upset. The
supernaturalism and optimism to which
they would persuade us may, interpreted
one way or another, be after all the
truest insights into the meaning of
life".
(James, 1902, p.412).
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It is the purpose of this chapter to consider both the
content of constructs used by the participants and the
commonality of constructs within religious groups. The
findings presented pertain to hypothesis 8, which was
proposed in Chapter 3: People who have chosen to affiliate
themselves with certain religious groups will share common
constructs of religious experience forming a pattern of
meaning which differentiates them from other groups.
Before considering the results of the Sociogrid analysis
for each group, the elements of religious experience,
which were elicited from participants, will be examined.

Elements of Religious Construing
The participants in this group were given the
opportunity, either as part of a group in discussion or as
individuals, to say for themselves which activities or
events were important and relevant for them in their
religious experience. The elements which were elicited
from the 150 participants are listed in Table 8.1,
together with the frequency with which each element was
used.
These elements are the symbols of religious experience
for the participants. They are, for the most part,
symbolic behaviours or sacraments which have been
traditionally recognised as being "religious".
Approximately 80% of all participants reported Prayer,

Table 8.1
Element Elicited from 150 Participants and Frequency of
Use #

Element

Frequency

Prayer

126

Mass/Church Attendance

115

Bible Study

113

Fellowship with other Christians

94

Helping/Ministering

88

Church Committees/Projects

86

Evange1ism/Witness ing

84

Meditation

70

Family Commitment

61

Small Groups

52

Commun i on/Euchar i st

51

Music

46

Morality/Living Standards

27

Praise

18

Confession

12

Glossolalia/Speaking in Tongues

5

Celibacy

1

Tithing

1

Total

# Each person produced 7 elements

1050
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Mass or Church Attendance, and Bible Study as important
elements of their experience. The frequency with which
these more common elements were used suggests that there
is a lot of common ground among these Christians of
various denominations at the symbolic level. The Christian
religion has generated a distinctive set of behaviours and
symbols which have been passed down since the beginning of
Christianity. Society has come to expect that religious
people will be involved in these activities and has come
to construe religious people in similar ways. These
constructions, which society in general has placed on
religious people or religious behaviours, change over time
and develop not only from observation but are likely to be
shaped in part by theories which have imposed meanings on
religious behaviour (e.g. Freud, 1913; 1928).
One of the central propositions of this research has
been that meaning is personal and individual, that people
are involved in particular ventures or activities because
those ventures make sense in terms of the way they
construe the world and themselves. It is only as we then
explore the constructs associated with these elements for
individuals and groups that we can come to some
understanding of what they mean to these people.

Commonality of Construing within Groups.
In this section the constructs which were common to
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denominational groups are explored. Descriptive data for
each of the small groups of people who came together to
explore their common understandings of religious elements
are shown on Table 8.2. The seven most commonly shared
bi-polar constructs for each group, derived from the
Sociogrid analyses, are shown in Tables 8.3 to 8.11. These
are listed in order of the level of commonality with which
they were used by participants in the group. The resulting
group grids for each of the nine groups are shown in
Figures 4 to 12. The functional similarity of constructs,
as used by the groups, is indicated by the similarity of
ratings on elements across the rows of the grids. The
columns indicate the similarity of elements. The amount of
similarity among constructs and among elements is graphed
for each grid. The ratings within the grids are enclosed
to emphasise those construct-element relationships which
are rated most highly by the groups (Shaw, 1981). The
results of the Sociogrid analysis for each group will be
discussed separately. Denominational differences, reported
in Chapter 6, which are relevant to each of the groups
will also be discussed in the light of the common
constructs which emerged for each group.

The Catholic Group
The degree of commonality of constructs within the
Catholic group ranged from 79% to 76% for the first seven
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TABLE 8.2
Descriptive Data for the Denominational Groups

Group

Men Women

Age

Educ- Occup-

Age

Length of

ation ation Joined Commitment

Catholic

Catholic

4

4

7

4

Students
Anglican

Uniting

Church of

7

4.14

3.72

45.70

SD 10.43

3.28

1.25

8.07

15.24

M 23.53

16.24

7.03

2.05

10.26

3.82

0.47

1.94

2.85

8.96

M 34.26

14.07

4.75

24.83

10.48

3.38

3.16

1.22

7.71

11.28

M 39.16

14.33

4.14

23.22

18.23

SD 13.65

2.83

1.64

10.62

21.64

M 34.42

14.95

3.93

15.24

20.25

SD 10.16

2.24

2.56

3.14

12.75

M 40.18

12.46

4.02

16.35

26.61

SD 12.25

3.14

1.81

5.14

14.83

M 33.67

12.05

5.23

19.04

16.66

7.14

2.13

1.35

4.63

11.26

M 28.86

12.64

4.53

15.72

14.24

4.92

2.83

1.22

2.34

6.15

M 18.35

10.06

8.36

17.27

1.24

0.08

0.89

2.62

0.43

SD
5

6

5

6

7

5

Christ
Pentecostal

12. 13

SD

Men
Anglican

M 56.41

3

3

SD
Baptist

3

3

SD
Young
Protestants

2

4

SD

2.54

*0ccupation=Congalton scale plus 8=Student, 9=Unemployed
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constructs (See Table 8.3). This indicated that for the
first construct, Oneness with Nature - Out of Step with
the World, there was 79% agreement among members of the
group in the ratings for this construct on the elements.
The ratings in the rows of Figure 4 show that the two most
similarly used constructs for this group are Talking to
God - No One to Help and Oneness with Nature - Being Out
of Step with the World. A second cluster includes
Forgiveness - Lost and Oneness with Others. These two
clusters are closely linked to Remembering God's love - No
meaning in Life. The ratings of these constructs are
highest in relation to the elements Prayer, Bible Study,
Mass, Eucharist, and Reconciliation (formerly called
Confession). This pattern indicates that, for this group,
these are the elements which are most likely to involve
remembering God's love, talking to God, a sense of
forgiveness, and a sense of oneness with nature and with
other people. The construct Closeness to God - Isolation
has its highest ratings for the elements Prayer, Bible
Study and Mass. The construct Serenity is most highly
rated for the elements Prayer and Bible Study.
The columns in Figure 4 indicate that the elements
Mass and Eucharist are construed almost identically.
Prayer and Bible Study are construed quite similarly.
Reconciliation also involves the same constructs but
focusses most particularly on Talking to God and Oneness
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Table 8.3
Common Constructs for the Catholic Group

Constructs

Percentage

Match

Oneness with nature/Out of step with the world

79%

Remembering God's goodness/No meaning in life 78%
Talking with God/No one to help 77%
Oneness with others/Lost,alone 77%
Closeness to God/Isolation 77%
Serenity,ability to love/Desolation 77%
Forgiveness/Lost 76%
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with Nature. The elements most associated with the
opposite poles of the constructs are Private Meditation
and Active Works. Active Works was an agreed upon label
which covered activities such as involvement with the St
Vincent de Paul Society and other social welfare groups
organized by the Catholic Church. Private Meditation is
construed as closeness to God but also involves a sense of
lostness and isolation from others. This pattern of
construct and element relationships suggests that, for
this group, sacramental elements and interaction with God
are the foci of their religious experience, which was most
characterised by a sense of serenity and oneness with God,
others and nature. The contrast to this experience
involves expectations of lostness, aloneness, having no
one to turn to and being out of step with the world. These
contrast poles are important for understanding the
implications of construing. They indicate the alternatives
which are involved when these people consider moving along
the dimensions of their constructs.

The Catholic Student Group
The seven most commonly used constructs for the
Catholic students are shown in Table 8.4. The commonality
of these constructs ranges from 67% to 64%. Figure 5 shows
that the constructs Sharing Gifts and Spiritual Awareness
in contrast to Looking after Self and being Spiritually
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Table 8.4
Common Constructs for the Catholic Student Group

Constructs

Percentage

Match

Sharing gifts/Looking after self

67%

Belonging, community/Average life 66%
Spiritual Awareness/Spiritually lost 66%
Revealing self/Playing safe 65%
Security/Lack of cohesion 65%
Strengthened to live/Lost to worldly things 64%
Intimacy/Coldness 64%
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Lost are most similar for the Catholic students. Closely
linked to these is Revealing Self rather than Playing
Safe. This cluster of constructs is associated with the
elements in a consistent way but does not seem to
represent the peak of experience. A second cluster is
Intimacy and Belonging as opposed to Coldness and
experiencing life as Average. This aspect of experience is
most highly rated and associated with the elements Prayer,
Mass, and the Catholic Society. Two constructs stand apart
from the others. One is Security - Lack of Cohesion which
is most associated with the element Family. The other is
Strengthened to Live - Lost to Worldly Things, which is
most associated with Prayer and Helping Others. Overall
religious experience for this group focusses on intimate,
open relationships with others and a common awareness of
the spiritual aspects of life.
The ratings indicate that most of the elements include
a high degree of most of the constructs. The exceptions
are Discussion, which is likely to be seen as a more
worldly activity, and Helping Others, which is likely to
involve some coldness. Family is an element which is
construed most positively as security, but is also less
likely than other elements to involve intimate sharing or
the spiritual aspects of experience.
These two groups, one of young students and the other
of older Catholic people, represent approximately half of
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the Catholic people interviewed for the study. There is a
higher degree of shared meaning for the older group than
for the younger group, as indicated on Tables 8.3 and 8.4.
The constructs on which both groups focus involve their
sense of serenity, security and oneness with others and
with God. This was in contrast with being alone, lost and
isolated. Other findings which characterised the Catholic
people in this study were less differentiation among
secular constructs and less independence between religious
and secular constructs. They also had a longer involvement
and lower scores for guilt and hostility. In personal
construct terms this suggests that these people saw
themselves and their actions as better aligned with their
own constructs or self expectations than did the other
groups. Their experience of the world around them was also
validating their constructs and so they were less likely
to be attempting to bring events forcefully into line with
their expectations. It may be that people who are involved
in religious life from a very early age are more likely to
develop construct systems in which many constructs are
formed in relation to religious identity. Such constructs
may retain their implicative relationships with these
religious constructs in adult years. While results for
the entire sample suggested that this pattern of construct
organisation was not the most effective for understanding
and anticipating the world, it was associated with the
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sense of confidence about core identity which was
particularly evident in this group. The constructs common
in these two groups may be seen as representative of the
meanings in religious experience which are associated with
this sense of self confidence.

The Anglican Men's Group
The degree of shared meaning ( 60% - 54%) in the
Anglican men's group is relatively low (see Table 8.5),
even though these were people who met together weekly.
They were a unique group in that they were all men, and
these results perhaps suggest that construing is less
likely to be shared among men. Sex differences in grid
data have not often been found by researchers (Fransella &
Bannister, 1977). However, Carlson's (1971) findings did
suggest that men construe themselves as having more agency
and effect qualities than do women. The focus of
construing for this group does suggest that they may
emphasise functional qualities in construing, rather than
affective qualities. The ratings in Figure 6 show that the
most functionally similar constructs for the group are
Obedience and Fellowship in contrast to Disobedience and
being Divided and Weak. These are linked to Spiritual
Awareness - No Contact with God. The positive aspects of
these constructs are most associated with the elements
Small groups, Church attendance and Worship services.
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Table 8.5
Common Constructs for the Anglican Men's Group

Construct

Percentage

Match

Obedience/Disobedience

60%

Fellowship with others/Divided,weak 59%
Spiritual Awareness/No contact with God 58%
Personal Guidance/Guided by whim 57%
Unity with others/Own private hell 57%
Understanding God's word/No instruction for living 54%
Self fulfillment/Wasted talents 54%
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Guidance in contrast to Led by Whim and Self Fulfillment
in contrast to Wasted Talents are linked with this
cluster. These are most highly rated for the elements
Prayer and Personal Ministry respectively. Standing quite
apart from the other constructs are Unity - Private Hell
and Understanding God's Word - No Instruction for Living.
The first of these is most associated with Church
Attendance, Worship Services and Evangelism. The second
with Evangelism and Bible Study and Small Groups.
Evangelism and Bible Study are the elements most
similarly construed by this group but, as indicated by the
ratings, in relation to these elements the members of the
group are more likely to construe them as wasting talents,
being led by whim, feeling divided or disobedient. Church
Attendance and Worship Services are also construed
similarly and are more likely to be related to positive
experience. Personal Ministry was an agreed upon label
which included avenues of using talents, such as
leadership of youth groups or teaching bible study groups.
This element rates highly for self-fulfillment, but not
highly for other constructs. The element Small Groups
involves understanding God's word and also a relatively
high degree of fellowship and spiritual awareness. Prayer,
for these people, involves spiritual awareness and
guidance. Overall common religious experience for this
group focusses on trying to be obedient, guidance from the
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bible and unity with others. This experience seems to be
facilitated by meeting and studying together. There seems
to be an emphasis on the functional aspects, rather than
affective experience of relationships with God and other
people.

The Anglican Group
Table 8.6 indicates that the mixed group of Anglican
peole had a higher degree of commonality of construing
than did the Anglican Men's group (70% - 65%). The most
similar constructs for the mixed Anglican group are
Stimulation and Growth and a Sense of Belonging in
contrast to feeling Lost and Lonely (see Figure 7).
Closely linked to these are two other constructs,
Challenged about Living and Gratefulness to God in
contrast to Fitting into the World and Loss of Personal
Relationship with God. A third cluster involves Expressing
Love for God and Availability of God as a Resource rather
than No Personal Relationship with God and No Growth.
Closely linked to these is the construct Loved by Others Isolated and Selfish. All of the constructs have a high
degree of functional similarity. The positive aspects are
most associated with the elements Bible Study, Church
Attendance and Prayer.
These elements are construed very similarly along
these constructs. The elements Family Responsibility
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Table 8.6
Common Constructs for the Anglican Group

Construct

Percentage

Match

Availability of God as a resource/No growth

70%

Loving God/No personal relationship 70%
Sense of belonging/Loneliness,spiritual poverty 69%
Being loved by others/Isolation,selfishness 69%
Stimulation, growth/Lost 66%
Gratefulness to God/Loss of personal relationship 66%
Challenged about living/Fitting into the world 65%
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and Personal Ministry are also construed similarly and are
most positively associated with Loved by Others and
Gratefulness to God in contrast to Isolation, Selfishness
and Loss of Relationship with God. The elements Social
Activities and Outreach are construed quite similarly,
though the ratings suggest that these elements are the
ones least likely to be associated with the positive poles
of the constructs and more likely to be experienced as
fitting into the world, loss of relationship with God and
not growing.
The constructs overall suggest that the focus of
religious experience for this group is on stimulation,
challenge and personal growth in living, centred around a
personal relationship with God and a sense of belonging
with others. In contrast to the group of Anglican men,
there is a higher degree of functional and conceptual
similarity in construing among the members of this group.
There is also more expression of the affective aspects of
experience, rather than the functional, though both groups
highlight the importance of their religion as a means of
understanding how to live.
Together these two groups included over half of the
Anglican people interviewed for the study. The only other
finding in the study that set them apart from other
denominations was that they had relatively highly
differentiated construct systems and were less likely than
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other groups to construe God as a controlling influence in
their lives. This finding stands in contrast with the
small group of Anglican men who in fact seemed to have
focussed on just this aspect. However this small men's
group did not have as high a degree of commonality in
their construing as other groups and their common
experience of guidance and instruction for living was, to
a large degree, related to studying the bible and
discussing its instruction. The mixed group's constructs
about God as a resource, as one they love and are grateful
to, may be more representative of the Anglican group as a
whole. However the discrepancy between these two groups
points to the need to appreciate differences within
denominational groups.

The Uniting Church Group
There were 13 in the Uniting Church group,
representing a little less than half the Uniting Church
members who participated in the study. Table 8.7 shows the
seven most commonly used constructs for this group,
ranging from 76% match to 74%. The most functionally
similar constructs are Effectiveness in Living and
Awareness of Others* Needs in contrast to feeling Doomed
and Closed Off from others (see Figure 8). Closely linked
to these is Ability to Love beyond one's own Capacity
rather than Loving in one's own Capacity. These constructs
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are most highly rated on the elements Caring Group and
Small Groups. A second cluster includes Help from Others
and a sense of Community and Belonging, in contrast to
Failure and Not Belonging. This cluster of constructs is
joined closely to Honesty, Openness - Pride, Conceited.
These also related most positively to the elements Caring
Group and Small Groups, and emphasise the importance of
the community experience for these people. Closeness to
God - Unhappiness is a construct which stands apart from
the others for this group, but is still experienced most
in relation to the element Small Groups.
Church Attendance and Evangelism are the elements most
similarly construed for this group. They are most highly
related to feeling effective and able in living and a
sense of mutual awareness and caring within the group.
Small Groups and Caring Group are also elements which are
construed very similarly and involve the greatest degree
of all the positive aspects of construing for this group.
The element Prayer is most associated with honesty and
openness, but also involves awareness of the needs of
others and a sense of effectiveness, ability to love, as
well as a sense of being helped by others. The other two
elements, Self Discipline and Music are more likely to
involve a sense of failure, separation from others and
less effectivenes. Other findings in this study, relevant
for this group, included a tendency not to construe God as

209

Table 8.7
Common Constructs for the Uniting Church Group

Constructs

Percentage
Match

Effectiveness in living/Doomed

76%

Help from others/Failure 75%
Awareness of others needs/Closed off 74%
Community,belonging/Not belonging 74%
Happiness,closeness to God/Emptiness 74%
Honesty,openness/Proud,conceited 74%
Loving beyond own capacity/Only own capacity 74%
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a controlling influence. This may be reflected in their
emphasis on interpersonal experience in their religious
constructs. They also had a high degree of reciprocity
among constructs, both within the religious and secular
subsystems and between religious and secular constructs.
An extended exploration of the constructs elicited from
the Uniting Church people in this study suggested that the
common constructs of this group do represent the
constructs of all the Uniting Church people who
participated in this study (Preston, 1986). These
constructs thus indicate the kind of construing which some
people use in both religious and secular settings and
which share a great deal of common meaning. As shown in
Chapter 6, relationship between this organisation of
constructs and affect suggest that there is likely to be a
significant amount of invalidation of constructs used this
way. It may be that expectations about interpersonal
aspects of experience which are developed within a
particular setting, such as a church community, are not as
likely to be effective in other more secular settings.

The Church of Christ Group
There is a very high degree of commonality among
constructs for the Church of Christ group (97% - 89%, see
Table 8.8), even though they were not a group who
regularly met together. This group was made up of 10 of
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Table 8.8
Common Constructs for the Church of Christ Group

Constructs

Percentage

Match

Contact with God/Alienation from God

92%

Intimacy with God/Aloneness 92%
Loving,caring for other/Not heard, not listening 90%
Growth in relationships/Static relationships 90%
Wellbeing in God/Emptiness, no base 89%
Oneness with Christ/Separation 89%
Togetherness with others/Alone 88%
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the 17 Church of Christ people who participated in the
study.
Figure 9 indicates that the constructs most
functionally similar are Intimacy and Contact with God in
contrast to Alienation and Aloneness. These are closely
linked to Unity with Christ and Wellbeing in God as
opposed to Separation from Christ and Emptiness. These
constructs form a cluster and are almost identically
associated with the elements. The positive aspects of the
constructs are most experienced in relation to Prayer,
Worship, Communion and Praise. A second cluster of
constructs for this group includes Loving, Caring for
Others and Growing in Relationships as opposed to Not
Hearing, not Listening and Static Relationships. Oneness,
Togetherness — Alone is closely linked to these
constructs. This second cluster is also most associated
with the elements Prayer, Worship, Communion and Praise
but includes Fellowship.
The element which, for this group, is most likely to
be associated with the contrast, or the negative aspects
of their experience, is Evangelism, which is most likely
to involve feeling alienated or separated from others.
This element stands quite apart from the other elements,
which are construed very similarly by the group. For this
group religious experience focusses on caring
relationships with God and others, and a sense of personal
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wellbeing, and revolves around sharing in sacramental
elements.
Other findings for the Church of Christ people in this
study included high scores for functional equivalence
between religious and secular construing and relatively
undifferentiated secular constructs. They also had high
scores for hostility. This pattern indicated, as
previously noted, that constructs which are used in both
secular and religious settings are often met with
invalidating evidence. This sense of invalidation may be
increased when there are also few dimensions with which to
understand a wide range of secular elements. The hostility
shown by this group suggests that there are gaps for them
between their expectations of their world and their
experience, and they are more likely to be attempting to
bring the world into line with their expectations than to
modify their constructs. The group also had high scores
for superordinancy within religious constructs, suggesting
that some of those religious constructs were the more
influential principles by which they live. The degree of
commonality shown by this small group suggests that those
superordinate aspects of their construing would
incorporate their understanding and experience of their
relationship with God. A more extensive exploration of
constructs elicited from the Church of Christ people
(Preston, 1986) suggests that this aspect of religious
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experience was the most important for the group as a
whole.

The Pentecostal Group
The seven most common constructs for the Pentecostal
group are shown in Table 8.9. The degree of commonality
for this group was not as high as some other groups (67% 64%). The central cluster of similar constructs for the
Pentecostal group includes Learning from God, a Sense of
God's Presence and Meditation on God as opposed to
Loneliness, Nothingness and Non Awareness of God (see
Figure 10). These are closely linked to another two
constructs, Acceptance of God's Authority and Freedom to
be as God Wants in contrast to Desolation and feeling
Bound. All of these constructs are experienced similarly,
in relation to the elements Prayer, Bible Study, Worship
and Praise. Another aspect of experience, quite separate
from this cluster of constructs, is Encouraging Others and
Security, Unity in contrast to Not being Helpful and Lack
of Purpose.
The elements are also divided into two quite separate
groupings with Counselling, Evangelism and Fellowship
being construed very differently from the other group of
elements. The most positive aspect of experience
associated with these elements is Encouraging Others.
Apart from that aspect, the elements are more likely to be
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Table 8.9
Common Constructs for the Pentecostal Group

Constructs

Percentage

Match

Learning from God/Loneliness
Sense of God' presence/Nothingness 65%
Acceptance of God's authority/Desolation 64%
Meditation on God/Not aware of God 64%
Freedom to be as God wants/Bound 64%
Encouraging others/Not helping 64%
Unity,security/Lack of purpose 64%

67%
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rated at the contrast end of the constructs and suggest
that in Counselling, Evangelism and Fellowship there is
likely to be a sense of loneliness, lack of purpose and
nothingness.
Religious experience for this group thus focusses very
much on knowledge and acceptance of God's presence and
authority, this being linked, perhaps surprisingly with a
sense of freedom. This association highlights the need to
explore people's use of terms rather than assume a common
meaning. The group's experience is most related to
traditionally religious practices and least associated
with interpersonal aspects of experience. Their common
constructs throw light on the construct organisation
pattern found for the Pentecostal people in the study.
This was characterised by highly differentiated secular
constructs, high independence between religious and
secular areas of life and also much guilt and suggested
that using different constructs in secular and religious
areas of life led to less confidence in living out one's
core constructs. The constructs derived from the sociogrid
for these people indicate a very specific focus of
religious construing which emphasises traditional
religious expectations. These constructs also confirm the
finding for the larger group of high interaction with God,
specifically in perceiving God as the guide and director
of their lives. However, this was a very small group and
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the results should be viewed only as an tentative
indication of patterns of religious construing for
Pentecostal people in general.

The Baptist Group
The seven most commonly used constructs for the
Baptist group are shown in Table 8.10. This group had a
relatively high degree of commonality (80% - 73%).
Expressing Faith to Others and Doing God's Will in
contrast to Uselessness and Disobedience are the most
similar constructs for the Baptist group (see Figure 11).
Linked to these is Modelling on Christ - Doing Own Thing.
A second cluster includes Obeying Christ and Evangelising
as opposed to Disobedience and No Strength. These
constructs are all linked quite closely and are associated
most highly with the elements Christian Principles, Bible
Study, Prayer, Evangelism and Personal Ministry. The
constructs Learning How to Live and Freedom, Real Living
in contrast to Living as Please and Slavery, Living in a
Rut, also function similarly, but differently to other
constructs. They are most positively experienced through
the elements Christian Principles, Bible Study and Prayer.
The elements Small Groups and Fellowship are construed
quite differently to the other elements and the ratings
suggest that these are more likely to involve a sense of
uselessness, disobedience and lack of strength. Religious
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Table 8.10
Common Constructs for the Baptist Group

Constructs

Percentage

Match

Doing God's will/Disobedience

80.%

Obeying Christ/Disobeying 76.%
Modelling Christ's example/Doing own thing 76.%
Expressing faith to others/Uselessness 76.%
Learning how to live/Living as please 75.%
Freedom,real living/Slavery,rut 74.%
Evangelising/No strength 73.%
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experience for this group centres around obeying and
following the example of Christ. There is an absence of
affect in construing and a focus on living by strict
adherance to religious principles. This is again
associated with the concept of freedom for this group.
This small group was made up of approximately half of
the Baptist people interviewed for this study. Other
findings indicate that the Baptist group was characterised
by greater independence between religious and secular
construing, more differentiated secular constructs and
higher scores for guilt. These results are understandable
in the light of the common religious constructs produced
by this small group. Their constructs focus on a narrow
set of meanings all of which emphasise high standards of
behaviour and living up to expectations. The overall
results for this group suggest that these religious
constructs tend to direct their behaviour toward a narrow
range of admissable outcomes with which they find it
difficult to comply. Further, if constructs used in more
secular settings have little common ground with these
constructs, it is even more likely that these people will
be confronted with discrepancy between self expectations
and their behaviour.

The Young Protestant Group
This group was made up of young people who had not
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been involved in religious aspects of life for very long.
They had a relatively high degree of commonality in
construing (81% - 77%, see Table 8.11). The two constructs
most closely linked for this group are Friendship and
Enjoyment in contrast to Alone, Unloved and Discouraged
(see Figure 12). These are closely linked to Help to Get
Through and Fulfillment in Life as opposed to Not Capable
and Dull, Boring. These form a cluster, most associated
with the elements Prayer, Quiet Time, Worship, Fellowship
and Youth Group, which are construed almost identically. A
second cluster of constructs includes Joy, Happiness and
Unity, Growing Together in contrast to No Meaning and
Discontented. These constructs are linked closely with the
first cluster and are rated highly on all elements. The
one construct which stands apart from the others is
Feeling Good with God - Emptiness. This is most associated
with the elements Prayer and Quiet Time.
The two elements which are construed differently from
the others are Witnessing and Works. These two elements
were agreed upon labels representing the living out of
religious beliefs in such activities as helping others,
evangelising and becoming involved in church programs. As
suggested by the ratings, they are less likely to be the
focus of experience and more likely to involve a sense of
emptiness, feeling incapable and unloved. Religious
experience for this group is characterised by supportive
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Table 8.11
Common Constructs for the Young Protestant Group

Constructs

Percentage

Match

Friendship,love/Unloved, alone
Enjoying,feeling part of/Discouraged 80%
Feeling good with God/Emptiness 79%
Unity,growing together/Discontented,lazy 79%
Help to get through/Not capable 78%
Fulfillment in life/Dull, boring 77%
Joy,happiness/No meaning to life 77%

81%
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and enjoyable interpersonal relationships and general
positive affect. It is most related to group activities.
These results show an interesting contrast to the results
for the entire sample which indicate that as people get
older and have been involved in religious life longer,
they tend to have more interaction with God. The
constructs common to this group of young people, who were
relatively new to religious experience, suggest that early
religious involvement may be more people-oriented than
God-oriented, and that it may be supportive and caring
relationships with others that are the focus of positive
religious experience. Personally satisfying relationships
with God may be more likely to evolve in later years.

For most of these groups the interpersonal as well as
the spiritual aspects of living are evident in their
construing of religious elements. There was also an
emphasis on personal growth and effectiveness in living.
The differences between groups was in the focus of their
experience and the relationships between elements and
constructs. There was no indication that the groups which
had regular meetings had greater commonality of construing
than those groups which did not usually meet together.
This suggests that commonality of construing within
denominational groups does not necessarily involve people
sharing together in small groups on a regular basis.
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However, for each of those groups who did meet together
(with the exception of the Catholic group who met
monthly), one of the agreed upon elements of religious
experience was Small Groups. This element was construed by
the Anglican men as a place for understanding God's word,
being obedient and spiritually aware. For the Baptist
group this element was also essentially a place for
learning how to live. For both these groups this element
also involved some sense of being led by whims and lack of
strength. For the Uniting Church people the small group
was the most positively rated element, and encompassed
their constructs of effectiveness in living and loving
others, a sense of community, mutual help and closeness to
God. Thus, the same elements of religious experience have
different meanings and different places in the construct
systems of different people.
The results, reported in Chapter 6, indicated two
denominational groupings in terms of construct
organisation. The Uniting Church, Church of Christ and
Catholic groups differed from the Anglican, Pentecostal
and Baptist groups. The former denominations showed
greater reciprocity among constructs and less independence
between the religious and secular subsystems, suggesting
that for these groups religious constructs would have
implications for a wide range of their experience. The
common constructs which emerged for the Uniting, Catholic
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and Church of Christ groups focussed on close
relationships with God and with other people and
incorporated anticipations of loving, caring and growing
relationships with other people, and also intimate
interactions with God. The opposites of these constructs
involved expectations of failure, isolation and emptiness.
The pattern of construct organisation characteristic of
these groups was related to more uncertainty and less
positive interpersonal interaction than the pattern of
organisation characteristic of the other three groups.
This suggests that attempting to use such constructs in
both religious and secular settings may often result in
unexpected outcomes.
For the three groups who were more likely to have more
differentiation among constructs and more independence
between religious and secular construing (the Baptist,
Pentecostal and Anglican groups), common religious
constructs involved more emphasis on learning how to live
and being obedient to God's authority. These constructs
would thus be more likely to be independent from and
different to, constructs used in secular settings. For
these people it seems that religious constructs have a
more specific and functional quality. The interpersonal
aspects of religious experience were less likely to be the
most important for these groups. The pattern of construct
organisation characteristic of these groups was related to
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much positive affect and little uncertainty, but also much
guilt. This further suggests that this way of construing
the religious elements of life may involve a struggle with
living out core identity. This may arise because of too
much incompatibility between anticipations in religious
and secular areas of life.
While these explorations of common constructs among
groups have revealed interesting patterns of elements and
constructs, they should not be assumed to represent
denominational construing of religious experience. These
patterns would need to be explored with greater numbers of
people from these denominations. The results do however,
give a basis for forming expectations about differences
between denominations in ways of understanding and
expressing the religious aspects of life.

Thus far patterns of religious meanings and
organisation of construing have been explored; also,
common constructs within smaller groups have been
considered. In the next chapter I shall examine the
experience of individuals, as it was expressed by them in
their verbalisations.

CHAPTER NINE

PERSONAL CONSTRUING OF RELIGIOUS EXPERIENCE
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"Our theme is the personal adventure of
the men we are and live with - the
efforts, the enterprises, the ontology of
individuals so concerned there is
something out there, really and truly,
that they will not relent, no matter what
befalls them, until they have seized it
with their own hands"
(Kelly, 1955, p.183)
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The findings of this research have indicated that
there are some common patterns of construing and
organisation within the construct systems of religious
people. However, I believe that it is also of primary
importance to appreciate the uniqueness of construing for
individuals. These examples of people talking about how
they are religious provide some understanding of how
various patterns and processes of construing come together
for some individual people.

Anxiety in Religious Construing
One of the prominent patterns which emerged from this
exploration of construing was related to anxiety, which
indicated that people were unable to anticipate their
experience using their constructs. Generally the results
of this study indicated that high anxiety was most often
associated with having fewer dimensions with which to
understand and anticipate events. This suggested that the
way these people were trying to use their constructs was
not effective. The content of the constructs may have been
effective if used differently. The first example of a
participant's experience indicates the struggle and
discomfort which may be experienced by people when the
events of their lives are not making sense, or when they
are attempting to understand many areas of life with few
constructs.
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Helen was 31 years old and had joined the church at
the age of 30. Her parents had been disinterested in
religion but as an adult she had taken an interest. She
attended church occasionally and smaller meetings of
Christians sometimes for discussions. The constructs
elicited from Helen were: Concentration on God-Absence of
God, Close Community-Life not Worth Living, Development of
Thinking-Torn between Ideals, Helping Others-No
Opportunity to Share with Others, Mutual Support-No
Caring, Acceptance of Life-No Acceptance, Real
Interaction-No Real Contact with Others. Her constructs
encompassed anticipations about relating to other people,
which may be validated in some situations but not others.
The most superordinate of these was Helping Others-No
Opportunity to Share. This construct had high reciprocity
with secular constructs (20 out of a possible 28) and it
was superordinate over many of her religious constructs
(15 out of a possible 24). Helen's high score for anxiety
may indicate her need to reorder her constructs or to
develop more differentiated constructs for understanding
the various aspects of her experience. She expressed her
experience as follows.
"I think for a long time I've really hung onto
Christianity by the skin of my teeth because I
couldn't understand what was happening in my
life and I couldn't relate it to anything. I
couldn't see that it was doing anybody any good
and I still have at times, tremendous conflicts
with my Christian beliefs, and there have been
times when I've been so close to giving it all
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away because I've thought, this isn't solving
anything. Too many things in my life were in a
state of confusion, but in a way it's also made
me more committed, because I couldn't accept it
superficially and it's made me read a lot more
and think about it a lot more, and so even
though it hasn't all fallen into place yet,
enough of it has to make me persevere, because I
think it could be very important to me if I can
find out how to make it work."
For some participants anxiety was, interestingly,
associated with a sense of deliberate searching and
seeking out new experience. It seemed that for some people
construing included an expectation of the unexpected and
the desire to be continually confronting new experience
and expanding their understanding. These people tended to
have construct systems characterised by more hierarchical
structure with superordinate or core constructs which
indicated the pervading influence of God in their lives.
David was an example of this pattern. David was 39
years old. His parents had been committed to religious
life and from an early age he too had felt committed. He
was deeply involved in his religious life. His constructs
were: Presence of God-Absence of God, Sharing
Community-Isolation, God in Everything-Mortality and
Nothingness, Sense of Life Blood-Disillusionment,
Gentleness and Caring-Frigidity and Coldness,
Reflection-Non Awareness, Maturity and
Development-Immaturity. The most superordinate of these
constructs was Presence of God-Absence of God (35). This
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construct subsumed most of his secular constructs (22) and
was not subordinate to any of them, nor did it function
reciprocally with any secular constructs. It was also a
superordinate construct among his religious constructs.
David's constructs reflect anticipations of continual
growth and his expectation of God's involvement. His
verbalisation of his experience received a high score for
anxiety. The following passage was representative of
David's reported experience.
"I guess the first thing I'd seek for in life is
the constant quest for what my life is all
about, and I can only define that in relation to
God and to people, so I suppose I'm searching
for the meaning of life and I've chosen to do
that through the community, the priesthood,
ministry to other people, trying to be involved
in the lives of people, trying to understand
what they need and what is important to them.
All that helps me to get to that vital question
and to understand more of what God is like and
what he requires. I can't imagine living without
that challenge, to search for God and search for
meaning".
This expectation of the unexpected was was also
expressed in relation to much positive affect for some
participants. Judy was 34 years old and had been raised by
parents who differed in their attitude to religion. Her
father was disinterested. Her mother a strict adherent.
Judy had felt no interest in religion until the age of 20.
She then had joined a church with the encouragement of a
friend and was now very committed to her religious life.
Her constructs included: Intimacy with God-Abandonment,
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Provision for Salvation-No Purpose, Harmony with
Others-Dull Life, Using Talents and Gifts-Not Obeying God,
Helping and Loving Others-No One to Share With,
Learning-Being out of God's Will, Understanding God's
Greatness-Powerlessness. The most superordinate of these
was Provision for Salvation-No Purpose (36). This again
was a construct which was superordinate in relation to
many secular constructs (20) and reciprocal with none. It
was superordinate over many religious constructs (16).
Judy scored highly for both anxiety and positive affect.
Her constructs also reflect expectations of experience
beyond the ordinary or the obvious experiences of daily
life. Judy related part of her experience as follows.
"It's pretty exciting really, to live like this.
I mean it's great, because you don't always
know what's ahead of you, and it's exciting to
think that something new could be just around
the corner, especially when you trust that
whatever it is, God knows about it and is in
control, so it's kind of peaceful and exciting
at the same time. Life is never dull or boring
and I'm continually amazed at the provision of
God and the way things work together."
These examples suggest something important about the
nature of anxiety in construing. Some participants had
superordinate religious constructs which seemed to provide
an overarching understanding of God, themselves and their
worlds, and which allowed them to be comfortable with, and
in some cases to seek out, the unknown. This may be an
indication of what Kelly called faith in, and commitment
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to, superordinate constructs.

For other participants

anxiety seemed to be an uncomfortable sense of not
understanding what was happening in their lives. Both
experiences should precede the modification or elaboration
of constructs, unless the changes were too threatening and
the reaction was one of hostility; of resisting changes in
construing and attempting to bring about changes in the
outcomes of expectations.

Hostility in Religious Construing
Hostility was expressed more by the religious group in
this study than by the normative group with which they
were compared. Within the religious group hostility was
related to shorter commitment to religious involvement and
lower ratings of the importance of that involvement. Less
hostility was expressed by those who had the most
interaction with other people and with God. The next
example of reported experience was from a participant who
expressed much hostility.
Keith was 31 years old. His parents had been committed
members of the church which he joined when he was 24 years
old. He was attending church once a week and was involved
in some extra activities. The constructs he provided in
the interview were: Sharing with Others-Disinterested,
Preaching by Caring for Others-Cold and Formal, Focussing
on God-Self Centred, Sense of Purpose-Lost and Lonely,
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Meaningful Living-Irrelevant to Real Living, Reaching out
to Others-Self Interest, Practical Living-Airy Fairy
Living. The construct which scored highest for
Superordinancy was Reaching Out to Others-Self Interest
(40 out of a possible 52). This construct had relatively
high superordinancy over his secular constructs (20 out of
a possible 28) and his religious constructs (20 out of a
possible 24). As such it was a construct which was
influencing Keith's life both in religious and secular
areas. Keith's reported experience indicated his
preference for attempting to modify his own and others'
behaviour, rather than his expectations.
"I get very irritated with people who talk about
religious things on one hand and then do the
opposite in the way they
I do it
myself,too. I can talk about the love of God and
I can blow the tripe out of a kid at school for
something they've done wrong and I can be very
conscious that I'm not loving and I'm not caring
in the way that I do that, so I'm not at all
patient with myself or anyone else who does
that. Christianity is about being loving and
caring to others and understanding their
position. I think it's a very bad failing in
anyone who doesn't do that, so essentially the
Christian experience has got to go through every
part of your life, otherwise it's meaningless to
me".
Jan also had a high score for hostility. She was 40
years old and had joined the church five years ago. Her
parents had not been interested in religion during her
upbringing but she had felt drawn to the church as an
adult. She attended regularly and was involved in many of
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the church activities. Her constructs were as follows: Joy
in Belonging-Shallowness of Life, Sharing
Ideas-Depression, Clarifying Beliefs-No Commitment,
Learning-Meaninglessness, Ability to Live with
Problems-Weighed Down, Affirmation of Beliefs-Mundane and
Boring Life, Conflict-Less Hassled and Easier life. The
most superordinate of Jan's constructs was
Learning-Meaninglessness. This construct scored 11 for
superordinancy over secular constructs and 13 for
superordinancy over religious constructs. It was thus an
important construct, within the religious and secular
areas of her life. One of Jan's constructs, Conflict-Less
Hassled and Easier Life, suggests her own observation of
the outcomes of her expectations. When Jan spoke about her
life she reported the following experience, which
indicates her attempts to bring the church into line with
her expectations.
"Well, at times it's definitely very
problematic. I've never been a very comfortable
Christian. The whole thing at times drives me
mad, you know. I get very annoyed with the
church. I get annoyed with the structures of the
church and how difficult it is to get any
change, and the attitude to women, and also some
people who are Christians. I've tried talking
and reasoning with them but sometimes it's like
a brick wall. I feel they could do a lot more
than they are doing. It's very difficult when
you are very committed yourself, to relate to
people who are minimally committed and that
annoys me
which is something I have to
learn not to get annoyed about. I guess I'm very
impatient, but at the same time I won't give up

either."
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The hostility shown in these two examples indicates
the kinds of invalidation of expectations which were
expressed by participants. The structure of the church and
the behaviour of Christian people were most often the
focus of this experience, though the state of the world or
the behaviour of non-Christian people were also likely to
be the subject of hostile expressions.

Positive Affect in Religious Construing
Participants in this study expressed more positive
affect than did the normative group with which they were
compared, indicating their greater experience of
validation of their construing. Within the religious group
positive affect was greater for those who had many
dimensions for understanding and anticipating their worlds
and other people. For many participants the positive
aspects of religious experience were also associated with
more positive interpersonal relationships. This was part
of John's experience.
John had high scores for both positive affect and
interpersonal interaction. He was 28 years old and had
been a Christian for six years. His parents had been
nominally associated with a church, but not the one John
was regularly attending. His constructs about his
religious life were: Sense of Belonging-Deprived, Caring
for and from Others-Alone, Taking an Interest in Others-No
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Genuine Concern for Others, Closeness to God-Guilt,
Learning and Growing-Guilt, Maturity-Irritable and Empty,
Being Close to Others-Antisocial. The most superordinate
of these constructs was Taking an Interest in Others-No
Genuine Concern for Others (18). This construct was
superordinate over some of his secular constructs (12) and
his religious constructs (6), but also independent of
others. His constructs reflect expectations of positive
interpersonal interaction, as well as closeness to God and
personal growth. His reported experience included the
following passage.
"I think it's really important to come together
on different occasions. It's great to be able to
speak openly to people about things that you're
going through and to be able to encourage and to
receive encouragement from other people, and get
close to other people. Because you need human
beings to touch you on a human level. You need
to talk to people as well as God because
sometimes it's hard. Sometimes God does seem
very far away but then you come together in
church and it's encouraging. It's really a
comfort and it's good to have a family of people
who are closer than people you meet in everyday
life. So as a Christian life is a lot more
stable and secure and a lot more content".
For others, such as Joanne, positive feelings were
expressed in relation to much interaction with others and
also much interaction with God. Joanne was 41 and had
become re-involved with the church afer a long break away.
Her parents, she described as liberal about religion. Her
constructs included: Trusting God-Purposeless Life,
Gaining and Utilising Wisdom-Foolish Mistakes, Sharing
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Love-Emptiness, Guidance and Sharing with God-Loneliness,
Spiritual Warfare-Bondage, Putting Self Last-Selfishness,
Growing Spiritually-Stagnation. The most superordinate of
these was Trusting God-Purposeless Life (20). This was
superordinate over some secular constructs (10), and also
superordinate over some religious constructs (10), but
Joanne also had many independently operating constructs in
both subsystems indicating her greater range of dimensions
for understanding other people and events. Much
interaction with God was also associated with much
positive affect for the group generally. Joanne's
constructs reflect her concern with the spiritual aspects
of experience. She described part of her life as follows.
"My husband and I have a very good
relationship,even though he's a non-Christian.
He's never belittled me because of that and he's
a very caring, understanding husband and father.
I feel very secure, not only in God's love, but
socially, and I suppose emotionally too. My
church life's very important to me. I'm in the
church choir and I love that and I love the
bible study in our group. At the moment I'm
singing in "Creation" with the massed choir and
a lot of my christian friends are in that with
me and also my fellowship with people here at
work is very important to me. God helps me to
use my talents here, not just for selfish ends
but hopefully serving Him, so I'm very happy. I
feel complete, professionally and also I'm happy
in my home and very happy with God".
Guilt in Religious Construing
Guilt was associated, in this study, with having
differentiated religious and secular subsystems of
constructs, and also with the ways that people understood
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God. Though most participants talked about God having more
than one role in their lives, some emphasised their
construing of God as an authority figure and this kind of
interaction with God was related to less positive affect
and more guilt. This pattern is exemplified by Steven's
constructs and his expression of his experience.
Steven was 36 years old and had joined the church at
the age of 33. His parents had been nominally involved and
until recently he had not taken any interest. His
constructs now included: Close Contact with God-Lost and
Empty, Fellowship-Alone, Duty to God-Trusting Self and
Failure, God Changing Me-Bad Changes, Being Part of a
Family-No Company, Understanding what God Wants-Man's
Understanding, Helping Others-Not Caring about Others. God
Changing Me-Bad Changes was his most superordinate
construct (25), subsuming some secular constructs (16) as
well as religious constructs (9). His constructs encompass
his expectations about the role of God in his life and
about his expectations of himself in his relationship to
God. Steven scored 19 out of a possible 42 for the
discrepancy between his expectations of himself and his
experience of himself. His verbalisation included the
following.
"I find that it's really satisfying belonging to
a body of believers who have common goals and so
we know where we're going, and doing what Jesus
tells us to do, but it's a bit dissatisfying
when you find yourself disobeying. I can't say
life's boring or anything like that because with
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Christ in your life, I think it's just a matter
of continuing to do what He's commanded us to
do, and finding out what His will for our lives
is. That's probably my downfall really. I should
be making further ground in certain areas in my
life that I should be working on and I don't
seem to be. That's very frustrating, but still
it would be very boring I think if I couldn't
fill up my life with a relationship with God,
where I can participate with Him."
Other participants focussed more on their
understanding of God as one who loves and cares for them.
This way of understanding God was related to little guilt.
Peter expressed this in his constructs as well as his
verbalisation. He was 23 years old and had come from a
family committed to their religious life. He had joined
the church as a teenager. His constructs were:
Responsibility-Irresponsible, Support from
Others-Problems, Inspired by God-Ineffective and Ritual
Life, Loved by God-No Real Belief,
Confidence-Ineffectiveness, Learning and Growing-Dried up,
Spiritual Feeding—Head Knowledge. The most superordinate
of these was Confidence-Ineffectiveness and was relatively
superordinate over his secular constructs (12) and
religious constructs (8). Peter's discrepancy score was
low (8), and he had a high score for positive affect. He
related his experience with God as follows.
"Well, as far as I'm concerned living is great
knowing that my life is in the hands of the
creator of the universe and just thinking that
the person who made the entire world and the
heavens and everything, loves me. It's just a
great feeling to know He actually loves me and
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cares for me and He's with me
a
tremendous feeling of security in knowing that
my life is not subject to circumstances because
I know that no matter what happens on this
earth, nothing can separate me from God's love,
and even if I die, I'm assured of where I'm
going. I guess if I could sum up my life in one
word it would be security."
Religious Construing over Time
The last two examples of participants' experience are
from more elderly people in the group who had been
involved in their religious life for a long period of
time. These people generally showed a greater integrity in
themselves and their lives and more interaction with God.
They seemed to have resolved the struggles evident in
religious construing for the group as a whole.
Mara was the eldest of the participants. She was 75
years old and had been a Christian for as long as she
could remember. Her parents had been Christians. She
produced the following constructs in the interview: Being
Taught-Not Growing and Inactivity, Balanced Life-No
Balance, Preparation for Living-Spiritually Poor, Mental
Stimulation and Sharing-Stagnation, Recharged and
Encouraged by God-Ineffectiveness, Encouraging and Helping
Others-Neglecting Others, Caring and Being Cared
About-Decay. The most superordinate of these was Recharged
and Encouraged by God-Ineffectiveness. It was
superordinate over most of her secular constructs (20), as
well as her religious constructs (18). It was therefore a
core construct and one of the guiding principles of her
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life. Mara's constructs generally reflect her expectation
of an ongoing and positive experience of life. There was
little discrepancy between those expectations and her
reported experience of herself (10). Her expression of her
experience revealed little anxiety and much positive
affect, and many positive interactions with God and with
other people. She expressed her experience of life with
the following statement.
"The good thing about life is that in this
insecure, unstable world, I find my security and
stability and my whole life really, in Christ.
Because of my heart condition, and especially
since 1 lost my husband, I find I'm not able to
do the things I used to do, but there are many
compensations. I'm able to devote more time to
study, and caring for people. I use the phone
and write letters and I find that very
fulfilling. I thank God that I'm mentally alert
and able to be interested in those things. I
face each day in God's strength. I lean on Him,
but not as a crutch, as a strengthener and
comforter, and I find my fulfillment in my
relationship with Him".
Stan similarly expressed in his constructs and his
verbalisaion this positive experience of his life. Stan
was 69 years old. He had been involved in the church for
20 years. His family had been nominal members of another
church, but not very involved. His constructs were:
Communication with God-Emptiness, Peace of
Mind-Unfulfilled, Doing what God Requires-No Objectives,
Helping Others-Not Achieving, Uplifted-No sense of
Weil-Being, Joy with Others-Not Caring, Guidance for
Living-Rudderless. The most superordinate of these was
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Communication with God-Emptiness (16). It was a construct
which was also reciprocal with many constructs elicited
from secular elements (18). Stan also had a low score for
discrepancy between his expectations and his experience
(9). He reported much positive affect, little anxiety, and
much interaction with God. Stan spoke about his life as
follows.
"I've drawn even closer to God in my retirement.
Christianity has given me great fulfillment.
It's given me a purpose in life and great joy. I
think I have a better understanding of what God
expects of me now than I've ever had in all my
life. My ideas have changed quite a bit over the
years, and I think I have a better understanding
of other people now too. I think experiencing
God's love and knowing Him helps me to relate to
other people a lot better. I find that I no
longer get uptight about simple little things
and I no longer make mountains out of molehills.
Now I talk to the Lord about things and that
brings you down to earth very quickly. And I
have a better understanding of the problem. Well
that's been my experience anyway. Life is full
and very enjoyable".
While these examples of experience are from only a
small number of the participants, they give some
understanding of how constructions of religious experience
were expressed by individuals in relation to their
everyday lives. In the following chapter the results of
this exploration into people's religious experience will
be related to the findings of previous research, which
were reviewed in Chapter 2, and also to the basic tenets
of personal construct psychology.

CHAPTER TEN

THE VALUE OF THE IMPLICATIONS OF THE RESEARCH

"He who is not pleased by it does not
have to use it and he who is against it
is not obliged to find it true. Let it go
forth into the world for the benefit of
those who can discern its meaning".
(Jung, 1958 p.608).
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This research has been for me an experience in the
loosening and tightening of my construing (Bannister,
1977) about religious experience. My abandonment of
preemptive construing in relation to the religious
elements of human experience has resulted in a rich and
complex set of findings and a wide range of possibilities
for new construing. My abstraction of significant
relationships among the dimensions and processes of
religious experience has been an attempt to tighten on
these alternative constructions of experience. However, my
research was never meant to be a contribution to a science
which resembles Kelly's notion of "accumulative
fragmentalism", that is, gaining bits of knowledge,
accepted as truth, to which more bits of knowledge can be
added. Rather the results of my exploration are an example
of "constructive alternativism", that is, another way to
look at these phenomena. Four questions about the research
are important to me. Is it a useful way to consider these
phenomena? Does it expand our understanding of human
beings? Does it make way for new possibilities in the
science of psychology? Before considering the outcome of
my research in these terms, the methodology and the
theoretical approach, and their appropriateness for the
research, will be considered.

The Effectiveness of the Method
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Participants
My methodology is open to some criticism in terms of
the selection of the participants in the exploration. The
data were collected from volunteers only, which may
introduce some bias in the findings. However, an equally
important consideration was that the data collection be
relevant and meaningful for the research participants.
Volunteers were therefore necessary. For the purpose of
this study individual collection of complex and extensive
data in personal interviews was necessary, and the number
of participants needed to be small enough for this to be
done effectively. This limited the size of the sample and
resulted in denominational groups being represented by
small numbers of people. Even though the distribution of
the denominations in the sample was similar to that in the
Australian population, the groups cannot be said to be
representative of these denominations generally. Therefore
the findings cannot be generalised to other people of
these denominations. However, the relationships found
between denominational affiliation and aspects of
religious experience do provide bases for future
anticipations and need to be explored further with larger
numbers. Further, Christians in Australia cannot be
assumed to be representative of religious people per se,
or even of Christians per se. A cross cultural comparison,
using the same method of data collection, would be useful
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for understanding how construing of religious experience
differs across cultural settings and different religions.
A further criticism concerns the normative group which
was compared with the religious group. The religious
experience of the the normative group was unknown.
However, it is likely that for some of them religious
phenomena would be meaningful, so they may not represent a
strict comparison group. A comparison of construing
between religiously committed people and people who
specifically define themselves as non-religious, would be
helpful in isolating the most fundamental differences
between people who do and do not find religious experience
important and relevant in their lives.

Procedures
The procedures used for data collection have been
appropriate for a model of the person as active and
creative. The methods favoured qualitative, subjective
material but have also been amenable to quantitative
analyses and the testing of hypotheses. The methods
elicited the descriptions and meanings of religious
experience sought by phenomenologists (for example, Van
Baaren & Druyers, 1973; Eliade, 1963; Otto, 1955;
Kristenson, 1960) but also incorporated appropriate
measurement of the relationships between these meanings
and other aspects of experience.
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The participants found the grid methods interesting
and enlightening. They became involved in their own
explorations of their construct systems and many reported
expansion and clarification of their construing, both in
individual interviews and in the groups. In the small
groups, participants were particularly aware of becoming
able to articulate the meanings of the religious elements
which were part of their experience. They found it
valuable to evaluate the relative importance of the
elements, and to recognise the ways in which they were
similar and different to other members of the groups.
These procedures were confirmation of Friere's (1972)
notion that the more active a part participants take in
research, the more they deepen their awareness of their
realities and the implications of these for their lives. I
considered this to be an important and valuable aspect of
the research.
When completing the Implication Grids, participants
were well able to understand the notion of some constructs
being dominant in relation to others in their construct
systems. They could anticipate the kind of changes which
would occur should a construct be modified and were aware
that their more superordinate constructs had far reaching
implications for other constructs. The participants'
understanding of these processes were aligned with Kelly's
(1955) propositions about construct organisation in his
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organisation corollary. The experience of the participants
therefore provides validity for using the Implication Grid
to measure the organisation of constructs. Further
validation for this procedure was provided by the positive
relationship found between superordinancy of religious
constructs, as measured by the Implication Grid, and the
participants' ratings of the importance of religious
experience in their lives and also their reported degree
of involvement in religious activities. The procedure
provided an effective way of representing, without
distorting, the intricate interweaving of the
participants' constructs in relation to religious and
secular elements of their experience.
An important consideration for further research with
this method may involve exploring separately the
relationships between religious constructs and the secular
aspects used in this study (work, family, social life,
education, recreation, crisis and illness). Some of these
areas are likely to involve complex subsystems of
constructs which may have varying relationships with the
religious subsystems. It is possible that some important
discriminations in the relationship between religious and
secular elements have been overlooked in this research and
need further exploration. For instance, construing of
family or social life, or illness and crises, may be more
closely related to religious constructs than construing of
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work or education. Considered separately, some of these
subsystems may also involve hierarchical organisations
different from those revealed by considering them
together. It may have also been helpful to have
precipitated further loosening of construing, by including
"death" as an element in the exploration. This might have
been a better test of the range of convenience of
religious constructs than some of the more secular
elements used. It is also an element which must have
relevance for everyone, considering its inevitability as a
part of human life. While some of the constructs used by
participants included their anticipations of life after
death, eternity, salvation and heaven, a more specific
focus on death as an element may also be an important
consideration for future research. The Implication Grid
could also be used in the mapping of constructs in
relation to any other category of psychological phenomena.
Thus this procedure offers a rich source of understanding
relationships between and within many areas of human
experience beyond the scope of the present study.
Using the Sociogrid method and analyses for exploring
commonality of construing within groups also provided a
richness of data which was of great value in understanding
the meanings of religious experience. The method is,
however, limited to small groups and statistical
comparison between groups is not possible. The method
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could be modified so that the same elements were used for
larger numbers of people, but the relevance of the
elements for each individual and the representativeness of
the common constructs which appeared in the group grid,
would be considerably reduced. The exploration of greater
numbers of small groups from various denominations would
enable determination of the degree of commonality and the
patterns of construing within groups. This method could be
used for exploring commonality in different age, sex or
educational groupings, as well as groups defined by
cultural or historical factors. It would also be useful in
longitudinal studies for assessing the changes in
construing, as well as the commonality within a group of
people over time.
Content analyses of the participants' verbalisations
about their lives provided important understanding of some
processes of construing for these people. The value of
using this method for exploring religious experience would '
be increased by the development of additional scales. The
experience of guilt is an important consideration in
researching religious experience. Guilt is most commonly
associated with psychoanalytic theories of religiosity
(Freud, 1928), but is also a concept used widely in
religious texts (for example, the Bible) and among
religiously committed people. The measurement of guilt
used for this research was based on a personal construct
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understanding of this term, and assessed, not an emotional
state, but a property of construing, namely, the
perceptions of people's dislodgement from core role
structures. The absence of guilt thus implied a sense of
self-confidence. While this method of assessing guilt was
effective and easy for participants' to provide, a measure
of this concept of guilt derived from content analysis of
verbalisations would allow participants the same
unstructured opportunity to express this experience as
they had to express other affective aspects of the
construing process.
This investigation led to the identification of
aspects of anxiety which might be better understood in a
separate content analysis scale. In some cases the
expressions scored for anxiety using the Cognitive Anxiety
Scale indicated an anticipation of things as yet
undiscovered or undisclosed, yet actively sought. Kelly
suggested that to ask a question is to invite the
unexpected, to "reach out in tremulous anticipation"
(1969, p.86). This may constitute a different aspect of
the process of construing than that of anxiety which is
fundamentally the experience of being confronted with
events which cannot be explained by the available
constructs or cannot be integrated into the construct
system. Kelly's notion of anxiety did not have the
negative emotive connotations often associated with
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anxiety. He understood anxiety, as he did guilt and
hostility, as a normal part of the construing process.
However, there may be a valid distinction between the
experience of anxiety which implies that change is needed
and a more positive experience of initiating change. The
separation of these experiences in this study may have
revealed important discriminations in relationships with
other aspects of construing.
The Sociality Scale and its modified form, measuring
reported interactions with God, revealed further important
aspects of religious experience for the participants.
However these scales focussed on only selected elements of
their religious experience, namely, their understanding of
God and other people. The 1050 constructs elicited from
these 150 people, using a range of religious elements,
could form an important base of data from which a content
analysis scale of religious experience could be developed.
The value of content analysis scales is that the procedure
for eliciting data is simple and data can be collected
from a large number of people in much less time than many
other procedures require. Content analyses scales can also
be applied to written data, such as letters or religious
texts. Such a scale could be used for assessment of
changing constructions over historical time and for
identifying different environmental influences on
experience. All of these future investigations will be
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important for clarifying and expanding the findings of
this study.
The methods used in this research have pointed to
important implications for future investigations both
within the area of religious experience and in other
areas. However, they have also been, to a large extent,
successful in providing rich and meaningful data for this
exploration and have made possible the testing of the
hypotheses which were proposed in Chapter 3. These
hypotheses will now be reviewed and the extent of their
validation assessed.

Support for the Hypotheses of the Personal Construct Model
of Religious Experience.
Some support was found for all of the hypotheses of
this research. Participants whose parents had been most
involved in religious life, and those who considered that
their parents had had a significant effect on their
decision to join a church, reported more church attendance
and a longer commitment to their religious life
(Hypothesis 1). However none of these variables were
significantly related to participants' reports of the
importance of their religious commitment nor the extent of
their involvement in religious activities. The majority of
results suggest that the question of "who is religious",
which has often been the focus of research about
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religiosity, is not simply accounted for by consideration
of people's religious background.
The anticipated organisation of a religious subsystem,
in hierarchical relationship to secular constructs
(Hypothesis 2), was validated by the data from the
Implication Grid. The resulting patterns of construct
organisation generally indicated the organisation proposed
by Adams-Webber (1979) and Langley (1971). This pattern
included specialised and organised subsystems of
constructs, integrated by hierarchical and reciprocal
relationships among constructs. For these people as a
group the religious constructs were more integrated with
each other than were secular constructs, and the religious
subsystem of constructs was superordinate in relation to
the secular subsystem.
This pattern of organisation was also expected to vary
with religious background (Hypothesis 3). However the only
religious background variable which was related to this
pattern was denominational affiliation, suggesting that
current religious involvements are more important than
past influences for the organisation of religious
constructs. As predicted, the superordinancy of religious
constructs over secular constructs within the construct
system was greater for those who reported more current
involvement in the religious aspects of their lives and
rated their religious experience as most important
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(Hypothesis 4 ) .
Patterns of construct organisation varied
significantly with affective experience as expected
(Hypothesis 5). The pattern indicated that more
differentiation among constructs within and between
subsystems was more effective for these people in
anticipating and understanding the events of their lives.
However the pattern also included much guilt and so
implies a complex relationship between the organisation of
constructs and the effectiveness of those constructs for
the construing person.
Results also indicated that people construe their
interactions with God differently to their interactions
with other people, suggesting qualitative differences in
these relationships (Hypothesis 6). Further, as expected,
patterns of affect also varied with these constructs about
God (Hypothesis 7), indicating that some understandings of
the role of God were more likely than others to be
effective in people's everyday lives.
Commonality of construing was evident among groups of
people who were affiliated with the same religious
denomination (Hypothesis 8). This was also supported by
the findings of significant differences between these
groups in construct organisation, affective experience and
reported interactions with God.
The comparison between religious people and a
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normative group indicated that those people who were
committed to religious involvement were experiencing more
positive interpersonal interactions with other people than
were the people in the normative group, and also more
positive affect, revealing their greater experience of
validation of constructs (Hypothesis 9). This finding was
supported by research carried out in conjunction with this
study, comparing the religiously committed people with a
second normative group, matched for sex and age, on scales
measuring psychosocial maturity (Preston & Viney, 1986,
see Appendix 5). This comparison indicated that the
religiously committed people were experiencing more
positive outcomes of many stages of psychosocial maturity,
particularly those concerned with interpersonal
relationships.
Changing affective experience over time provided the
expected evidence of process in construing (Hypothesis
10). These changes were unrelated to demographic or
religious history variables and also to construct
organisation. The findings suggested that the changes were
a result of current involvement and ventures which subject
constructs to continuous testing and modification.
The initial model of the construing process, which was
outlined in Chapter 3 and on which the hypotheses of this
research were based, is reproduced in Figure 13 (A), along
with the representation of the construing process of
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A. The Proposed Model of Religious Construing

B. The Pattern of Construing which Emerged in the Research.
Figure 13. The Proposed Model of Religious Construing
and the Pattern of Construing which Emerged.
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the religious group, which emerged from the results of
this research (B). The proposed model of construing (A)
represents the hypothesised influences on construing, the
structure of the construct system and the possible
affective outcomes of the process of construing. B depicts
the outcome of this research, and shows the relative
strength of the influences on religious construing, and
the overall organisational and affective patterns in
construing for the religious group, as reported in Chapter
6. This model has shown itself to be useful for
understanding the complexities of religious construing.
The findings of the research will now be considered in the
light of the previous research, which was reviewed in
Chapter 2.

The Relationship of the Findings to those in the
Literature
Who is Religious?
The question of who is most involved in the religious
aspects of life is no more clearly revealed in this study
than in previous research. The findings provided support
for Campbell and Fukuyama's (1970) work, suggesting that
it is people in higher socioeconomic levels who are more
involved in their religious life. There was also some
support for the work of Hunsberger and Brown (1984) who
found that religious family background was an important
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influence on peoples' religious involvements. Overall, the
present study suggests that religious experience is too
complex for it to be possible to explain its relationships
with demographic or background factors without
discriminating between aspects of religious experience.
Findings focussing on images of God, such as that of
Swanson (1971), were partially supported in this study.
Less educated people and older people reported
interactions with God which differed qualitatively from
the reports of more educated and younger people. There was
no evidence for the sex differences in understandings
about God which were found by Swanson (1971). The findings
from this research not only support the wide range of
images of God previously found (Broughton, 1975; Gorsuch,
1968; Spilka et al, 1964; Stark, 1965; Volker, 1981), but
also indicate that individuals do not maintain a single
image of God but have more than one way of construing
their deity.
The complexity of religious experience found in this
study also indicates the inadequacy of research which has
attempted to explain the relationship of religious
experience to personality characteristics by defining it
in terms of a single dimension (for example, Comstock &
Partridge, 1972; Graff & Ladd, 1971; Hadaway & Roof, 1978;
McCann, 1962; Moberg & Taves, 1965). Not only are
uni-dimensional definitions of religious experience
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inadequate, but the indiscriminate concepts of
psychological functioning, such as maladjustment or life
satisfaction, are also inadequate for understanding the
relationships between religious experience and
psychological functioning. This was evidenced by the
complex relationships found between aspects of religious
experience and the properties of construing which were
explored.

Is Religious Experience Multidimensional?
Results from this research suggest that the
two-dimensional orientation to religiosity, which was a
popular focus of many of the studies I reviewed in Chapter
2, is also insufficient for an adequate understanding of
religious experience. Batson's (1976) addition of a quest
dimension, intended to measure the search for greater
understanding, takes on importance from the findings from
this study. The range of experience revealed in the
present findings would support the multidimensionality of
religious experience proposed by researchers such as
Fukuyama (1961), Glock and Stark (1965) and King (1967).
However the findings also indicate that, rather than the
linear correlations previously found between their
dimensions, the interrelationships between some of these
dimensions reveal important discriminations in experience.
Further, this research reveals that some dimensions are
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more important to some people than others. Allowing
participants to describe their religious experience in
terms of their own dimensions is essential for
understanding what is meaningful for them.

Are Religious Experiences Shared?
The relationships between aspects of experience within
the religious group in this study provide support for the
relationships found between social bonds and religious
experience (Berger, 1970; Durkheim, 1947; Lofland and
Stark, 1965). There was also evidence that religious
experience includes a shared set of cognitions which unite
people and provide group interpretations of reality and
guides for living out life (Allport, 1950; Antonovsky,
1979; Clinebell, 1975). However, to define religious
experience in these terms only, would be to exclude
important aspects of experience revealed in the present
study.
Denominational differences found in this study support
previous findings of differences among church groups in
orientation (Cannell, 1985; Donahue, 1985; Griffin &
Thompson, 1983; Rokeach, 1969; Strickland & Widdell,
1972), images of God (Gorsuch & Smith, 1983; Pargament et
al, 1979; Roof & Roof, 1984; Swanson, 1971) and also
affective experience (Lenski, 1961; Pargament et al; 1983;
St.George & McNamara, 1984; Winter, 1977). However, there
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has been no consistency about which denominations are
likely to show which characteristics. The present results
add to these differentiating aspects of religious
experience, the differences found between denominational
groups in construct organisation. The results of this
study suggest that these differences between groups are
effectively understood as commonality of construing. This
model for understanding this phenomenon takes account of
all these aspects as properties of construing and allows a
coherent understanding of the similarities within groups.

What is Religious Experience?
There may also be evidence, in the present study for
Illich's (1971) observation of a recent narrowing of the
traditional separation between sacred and secular aspects
of life in Western societies. However, religious
experience has been viewed by other researchers (Bowker,
1976, 1978; Ghougassin, 1972; Godlove, 1984; Mitchel,
1981) as encompassing much more than an understanding of
the ultimate issues or the metaphysical aspects of life.
The present findings support this view, in that the
experience of these people was not confined to
metaphysical elements and did encompass implications for a
wide range of secular ventures and everyday aspects of
existence. This may be better interpreted as an
integration of the religious and the secular elements of
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life, rather than a secularisation of religion.
There are implications from the present study for
researchers who have attempted to study personal
experience in religiosity, but who have focussed on
extreme aspects of the experience of religious people,
such as, conversion, glossolalia, or visions (Christenson,
1965; Goleman & Davidson, 1979; Heirich, 1977; Hood, 1974;
Lovekin & Maloney, 1977; Margoles, 1978). These aspects of
experience were very rarely offered as important aspects
of religious experience by the people who participated in
this study. Thus while these phenomena may hold specific
interest for some researchers, they should not be
considered as central to the study of religious
experience. The post-conversion changes, which were
described by some researchers (Clark, 1971; Heirich, 1977;
Hine,1970; Laski, 1968) as alterations in identity and
mental reorganisation, may be more related to the findings
of this research. However this process of reconstruction
would be expected, in the personal construct model, to be
a continuing part of people's experience, whether they
were religious or not. Therefore the findings of these
researchers could be applicable to people at any major
point of change in their lives.
Overall the findings of this study suggest that
previous researchers have failed to produce an adequate
understanding of religious experience because they have
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attempted to study isolated elements of experience rather
than recognising that aspects of people's experience are
integrated in ways that make sense only when explored in
context of all other aspects.

Implications for Further Research
The review of the methods used in this study indicated
that further research is needed in order to validate the
findings of this study. The methods could, as suggested,
be modified or extended to test more specific hypotheses
about the trends found. Longitudinal studies, cross
cultural studies and replications of this approach, with
larger and more representative samples, have all been
advocated as necessary follow up research.
The findings also indicate areas within religious
experience which provide promising ground for future
research. Belief in God and also varying images and
understandings about God's role in the lives of people
have been a focus of some of the previous research as well
as the present study. A wide range of understandings of
this aspect of religious experience has been evidenced in
most of the research. Since 78% of Australian people still
profess belief in God but only 28% attend church regularly
(Hynd, 1984), there may be important differences between
those who attend church and believe in God and those who
believe in God but do not affiliate themselves with a
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church, not only in the construing of God, but also in the
construing of other religious elements. For example, it
might be hypothesised that people who do not affiliate
with a group will lack the commonality of construing found
among those who do. This is an area of future research
which would broaden our understanding of religious
experience.
Many previous researchers have used one or two
religious elements as measures of religiosity, assuming
that they equally represent religious experience. For a
tighter exploration of dimensions of religious experience
the elements which were most commonly used by participants
to focus on their experience (in this study, prayer,
church attendance, bible study and fellowship with other
Christians) could be explored in more detail by eliciting
subgroups of elements from each of these. Clusters of
constructs which are important for each of these elements
could then be elicited and the relationships and ordering
of these elements within the construct system could be
explored in the same manner as religious and secular
elements were explored. This would provide an
understanding of the relative importance of these elements
for religious people, and the degree to which meanings
involved in these elements are functionally equivalent.
The relationship of religious experience to aspects
of psychological functioning is likely to remain an area
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of interest to many researchers. The exploration of
psychosocial maturity within this group also provided a
basis for further research which could increase our
understanding of the ways in which religious people may
differ from non-religious people. Other aspects of
psychological functioning, which would broaden our
understanding of possible differences, would be
comparisons of religiously committed people and
non-religious people on measures of independence and
dependence. Related measures, such as that of locus of
control, have stimulated considerable previous research in
the area of religiosity (Benson & Spilka, 1973; Pargament
et al, 1979; Shaver et al, 1980; Silvestri, 1979). Content
analyses scales are available for measuring these aspects
of psychological experience (Westbrook & Viney, 1980).
Kelly (1955) saw interdependence among people as a natural
and necessary part of human experience and was interested
in the ways in which people distribute their dependencies
among their acquaintances and resources. The relationship
of religious experience to these areas of psychological
functioning, as well as many other areas, would be
worthwhile extensions of the findings of this research. It
would be important, however, not to replicate the
limitations of previous findings by employing restrictive
measures of religious experience. Not only the different
dimensions of religious experience would need to be taken
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into account, but also the differences in organisation of
these dimensions. With this approach important
discriminations in psychological functioning may be
revealed.
Affective experience was used in this study as an
indication of the effectiveness of construing and gave
some indication of the aspects of construing in which
religious people may be most likely to experience
psychological struggles and conflict. The degree to which
different patterns of construct organisation are
consistently related to validation and invalidation of
constructs is an important area for future research and
would involve longitudinal studies. This may provide
understanding of people's progressive integration of
religious constructs with other constructs in order to
move toward a balance between effective anticipation of
their worlds and confidence that they are living up to
their core identities.
The single most important implication of this work for
future research lies in the recognition of the complexity
of human experience and the scope it merits when being
assessed.

The Relationship of the Findings to Personal Construct
Psychology
In considering the value of the research it is
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important to evaluate the findings in terms of their
implications for personal construct theory as a way of
understanding human experience and as a tool for the
science of psychology. Initially the focus of personal
construct theory was psychotherapy and the reconstruing of
life. Adams-Webber (1981) has shown that the range of
usefulness of personal construct theory has recently been
extended to include investigations of art, literature,
architecture, urban settings, political institutions and
education. The present research has stretched the range of
convenience of the theory in that it has proven useful for
understanding and exploring aspects of human experience
which have previously been particularly elusive. The
theoretical model and the methodologies which flow from it
have been effective in accounting for, not only personal
religious experience, but interpersonal interaction,
shared understandings, human-divine relationships and
other aspects of human experience which might be called
"trans-normal".

Characteristics of Construing
Personal construct theory has primarily concerned
itself with the properties of psychological phenomena,
rather than the categories. When the theory has been used
to look at categories of psychological phenomena the
tendency has been to use one or two properties as grounds
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for isolating and exploring these categories.

The

effectiveness of the present exploration, in broadening
the understanding of religious experience as a
psychological phenomena, rests on the inclusion of many of
these properties of construing. Explicit in Kelly's (1955)
theory was the notion that, while we may often be aware of
the elements in people's experience, we cannot know the
meanings and significance of those elements until we
explore the constructs. However, this research is based on
the broader assumption, implicit in the theory, that we
cannot really understand the significance of people's
experience for them until we explore beyond their
constructs to other properties of construing, such as the
organisation of those constructs, the relationships
between those and other constructs within the system, the
degree to which the constructs are being effective for
understanding and predicting life's events and the
progressive modification of constructs to enable greater
predictability. It is when we consider experience in the
light of all these properties that we come to grasp the
sense of motion and expansion in experience which was
basic to Kelly's understanding of living. The richness of
the findings from this study represents this complex
process of living. People are not merely building
categorical frameworks based on past experience so that
they can recognise and understand the things that confront
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them day to day. They are actively working towards
expanding their understandings. They are involved in
ventures based on their anticipations. They are working
out whether their existence is worthwhile or not. In
exploring people's construing in all its aspects we step
back far enough to gain some insight into the farther
reaches of that construing and see how people organise and
control their destinies and why their behaviour makes
sense within the framework of their own theories and
anticipations. This approach has been effective for
exploring religious experience, but could also be applied
to many other areas of human experience.

Prediction
Apart from validating this basic approach to human
experience, the findings indicate the usefulnes of many of
the assumptions and corollaries of personal construct
theory. In considering the constructs which people
provided about their religious experience the importance
of the assumption of bi-polarity became apparent. When
people's dichotomous predictions are made explicit we can
understand more about the alternatives they choose and
what they are not choosing, what they expect will occur
and what they expect will not occur. For instance, a
construct which has one pole "Following the example of
Jesus Christ", whose opposite pole is "Messing up my own
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life" involves a very different anticipation than if the
opposite pole is "Being disobedient". What people profess
to do takes on more meaning when we see it as a contrast,
a denial or an abandonment of an alternative which has not
been chosen. I have found this property of construing
important in understanding religious experience in new
ways.

Organisation
The organisational corollary has proven to be
particularly useful in this research. The mapping of
relationships between constructs, by the participants,
provided some validity for the assumption of hierarchical
organisation and also the later notions of independence
and differentiation between constructs. The relationships
indicated the significance of religious constructs within
the construct system and thus gave perspective to the area
of study in relation to other areas of experience. These
patterns of organisation were an indication of how much
movement was provided for within construct systems, how
far reaching would be the implications of changes in
construing, what degree of integration there was within
and between subsystems of constructs, and the amount of
functional independence there was among constructs. The
relationships found between affect, sociality and these
patterns of organisation have implications for the body of
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personal construct research reviewed in Chapter 4,
particularly that related to cognitive complexity,
functional independence and the hierarchical ordering of
constructs. These patterns together suggest that no single
measure alone is sufficient to encompass and measure the
complexity of construct organisation or to assess its
relationship to effectiveness in prediction. It seems that
both integration and differentiation may be important for
effective anticipation and the integrity of the construing
person. Future research into the attainment of a balance
between these two characteristics of organisation may be
worthwhile.

Sociality and Commonality
The commonality and sociality corollaries were also
centrally important for this study. Researchers have
tended to explain the psychological similarity of people
by referring to their common personality characteristics.
Using personal construct theory has given precedence to
the processes involved in similarity and enabled
understanding of the way these people share experience and
the aspects of experience they share. People in this
research, who were involved together in social
interaction, were distinguished from other groups by
commonality of constructs, organisation of constructs and
affective experience. It seems likely that the
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interrelationships between these properties of construing
might be predicted in future research. We could expect to
find similar organisation of constructs and similar
affective experience among people who have a high degree
of commonality of construct content. However, sociality
may be an important aspect of those relationships. It may
be that sociality and affiliation with a group is
facilitated by common constructs because it is initially
affirming for people to find others share their
constructs. This may then lead to common construct
organisation because people in a group are involved in
deep relationships in which they influence each other and
accept from each other validating or invalidating evidence
for their experiments. Researchers interested in
interpersonal interaction and commonality of construing,
such as Duck (1973; 1982; 1985), may also need to take
into account the relationships between sociality and
construct organisation in order to understand the progress
of social relationships. Further, commonality of
construing which occurs without sociality, or without any
meaningful interaction, may not involve similarity of
construct organisation and affective experience. Further
research may make clear these relationships, which could
then be made more explicit in the body of personal
construct theory. This could expand the usefulness of the
theory for understanding the social aspects of human
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experience. This has been an area of human experience for
which personal construct theory has been seen to be
inadequate.

Change
The personal construct approach to emotions has been
fruitful in understanding the psychological processes
these people were experiencing. Without this property of
construing much of what has been described could be
construed as static states. While Kelly (1955) stated in
the experience corollary that variation in the construct
system would be related to successful construing, people's
awareness of this process has not been directly dealt with
in the basic assumptions of the theory. Since process and
continuous reconstruction are central to construing, it
seems that people's experience of these processes could
have a more fundamental place in the theory. The
relationships between affective experience and changes in
the construct system were outlined briefly by Kelly (1955)
and expanded by McCoy (1977; 1981). These formulations
added a necessary element for the present research in
understanding, not only the effectiveness of constructs,
but the effectiveness of different patterns of
organisation of constructs and the process of construing
over time. The relationships found, between affective
changes over time and other variables, highlighted the
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importance of current involvements and interpersonal
interactions for the continual subjection of the construct
system to validational experiments. The results also
suggested that the general patterns of affect associated
with construct organisation may be more stable aspects of
construing, even though changes are occurring in some
parts of the construct system. The basic pattern of
organisation of constructs within a construct system is
not likely to change rapidly or easily once established.
Longitudinal studies of these patterns, along with the
affective experience of change would provide important
understandings of construing over time which, at this
point, are theoretical assumptions or inferences from
research such as the present study. Further exploration
should give way to a more formal statement by personal
construct theory about these processes.
The significance of all these properties of
construing make clearer the need to include them when
exploring categories of human experience. Overall, the
value of using a personal construct approach for this
research has been that its assumptions about human
experience are permeable enough to subsume many variations
in experience and many properties of that experience.
However these assumptions are not so loose as to prevent
recognition and measurement of patterns of relationships
in experience. The implications of the patterns of
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religious experience which were found in this study will
now be considered.

The Implications of the Findings for Religious Experience.
Does this research provide a new vantage point from
which to construe religious experience? Is it a base from
which new hypotheses can be formed? I believe that the
answer to both questions is "yes". This is not to say,
however, that this research offers a definition of
religious experience with which we can now be assumed to
replicate findings or which can be generalised to other
populations. Rather, I have produced a new formulation for
exploring people's religious experience and a new
appreciation of the complexity which it involves.
Religiosity is not a phenomenon which can be isolated from
other experiencing and defined in unidimensional or
multidimensional terms. It is not an approach to life
which can be accounted for by referring to one, or a set
of, human experiences which can be expected to precede
adherance to religious beliefs. It is part of the
intricate functioning of individuals as they struggle to
find meaning in their lives and control their destinies.
Having explored the ways in which these people have
woven their understandings and anticipations about
religious elements into their lives, I can consider the
significance of these meanings, the ways in which they
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might add new possibilities for expanding people's
understanding of the world, the ways they might determine
and channel people's experience. I can consider whether
this aspect of their experience is relatively unimportant
in the overall patterns of their lives or whether it
involves significant guiding principles for their living.

Religious Faith
The emerging picture of religious experience among
these people suggests that this experience varies not only
among individuals and groups but also within individuals
over time. However, collectively these people share a
faith in expectations about God, themselves and their
worlds, many of which may be irrelevant or have been
abandoned by large proportions of the population, at least
in Western cultures. For these people these aspects of
faith involve significant guiding principles for their
lives. Religious activities, which included praying to
God, attending church, being involved in ventures with
other Christians, studying the bible, and participating in
religious sacraments, involved various anticipations about
the role of God in their lives, about their relationships
with other people, about spiritual dimensions in living,
and also anticipations about the kind of people they want
to be and the resources they have for achieving their
goals. Many of these religious ways of understanding the
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world and anticipating the future can be said to
"transcend the obvious" and open the way for adventurous
possibilities in living. They encompass anticipations
concerning relationships with a divine being and
expectations of "transnormal" experiences, such as living
beyond the grave. On the other hand many of the constructs
relating to religious elements involved interpersonal
relating and personal ventures which might be experienced
by other people in other settings, but for these people
were interwoven with religious experience.

Integrating Religious Experience
The integration of religious experience into the
meaning systems of these people showed that some aspects
of religious experience were dominant over many areas of
life, and other aspects were relevant only for
specifically religious domains. The dominant
interpretations of life can be thought of as theories
which provide these people with an active approach to
life. In considering these theories we have some insight
into what these people must do in relation to many aspects
of their lives, and how their behaviours make sense in
terms of their ultimate understanding of their worlds and
themselves. The interpretations of life important to these
people comprise some prior assumptions (for example, about
the involvement of God in their lives), from which flow
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interpretations of other events, and from which
predictions are made and tested. These people choose to
live "as if" there is a God who has a role to play in the
lives of human beings, and "as if" life continues in some
form after death on earth. Many of the assumptions of
their theories may be in themselves untestable, at least
in this life. Religious experience is, thus, not always a
function of certain, tangible and proven predictions. It
involves putting faith in certain basic anticipations
which can only be partially validated and which involve
risk of eventual invalidation. It involves tolerating some
day to day uncertainties with faith that eventually the
overall theory will be validated. It involves the ongoing
testing out of the effectiveness of these ways of living
in the world. It is not a static experience, but a dynamic
experiment in living. However, this is so whether our most
fundamental faith is in God or science or education or our
own capacities.

The Effectiveness of Religious Construing
Anxiety was evident in religious experience for these
people. This experience was, in part, the anxiety of not
being able to understand the events of their lives using
their constructs. This suggests that some of their
predictions might be more effective if modified or
reordered within their overall systems for understanding
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life. Other aspects of anxiety were better understood as a
deliberate reaching into the unknown in order to make it
known, and may represent the more adventurous aspects of
their experience. This is more akin to the scientific
experiment which risks invalidation in order to deepen and
broaden the understanding of life.
Hostility was also a part of the experience of these
people, suggesting some intolerance for day to day
invalidation of expectations and an unwillingness to
accept some of the events with which they are faced. When
people come to an understanding of good and evil, right
and wrong, in which they decide to put their faith, they
are likely then to defend the implications of those
interpretations. This is likely to lead, not only to
resistence to modifications in their interpretations, but
also to deliberate attempts to enforce changes in the
world around them. It seems likely that, for people who
understand God to be basically good and powerful and
believe that eventually this will be proven to be true,
there will be plenty of evidence in the world against
which that basic anticipation must be defended. Many of
the expectations important to these people involved close,
supportive and growing relationships with other people.
The outcomes of their interactions with other people may
often invalidate these expectations, but may not result in
their willingness to accept that these outcomes indicate
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some basic misinterpretation of interpersonal
relationships.
Guilt was also part of religious experience for these
people. Its relationships with other aspects of their
experience indicated the struggle for many of these
people, particularly the younger people, to maintain their
core identity. The experience of guilt, in this model,
implies the recognition of ideals and expectations for the
self. It implies a sense of identity. The self
expectations of people who choose to identity themselves
primarily within a religious context will have boundaries
which are drawn by their religious theories. They are then
also likely to receive much of their validating evidence
for this identity from others who construe themselves
similarly. It seemed to be that some of these people, at
least, had less self confidence in situations in which
they construed other people differently and in which they
had different expectations. When people choose an identity
which sets them apart from a large proportion of the
population, with whom they still interact, it is not
surprising that they experience the struggle of balancing
their expectations of themselves with the expectations of
those who see themselves and the world differently. The
results of this study suggest that older people are likely
to have achieved this balance in ways that satisfy them.
There was also much positive affect expressed by these
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religious people and many reports of positive
interpersonal interactions. This suggests that these
people experience enough support for their understandings
to justify their overall theory of life and affirm their
faith. Traditional religious teachings, such as biblical
scriptures (John 13:35; Galatians 5:22) include much about
love, support and mutual caring being appropriate for
Christians. Being positively involved in affirming each
other would also flow from their understanding of their
core roles.
Though there was evidence that this process of
validation was not static but ongoing, some patterns of
construing were shown to be more effective than others for
these people. Generally a sense of effectiveness was
greatest for those who were able to view both the
religious and secular aspects of their lives from a
greater range of perspectives, and who understood the
world in ways which provided for more possibilities for
being. This way of experiencing the world, however, also
involved greater risk of guilt. Where expectations for the
religious and secular aspect of life were very similar,
there was greater potential for not being able to
anticipate and interpret the outcome of their ventures.
This was especially so, if some of their important
theories for living were primarily secular but were being
used for understanding the religious aspects of their

288

lives. Further, those who construed God as one who loves
and supports people experienced a greater sense of
validation and more self confidence than those who
construed God primarily as one who influences and gives
direction. It may be that the latter image of God implies
a narrower set of self expectations which people find
constricting and difficult to remain within, or it may be
that this latter image implies self expectations which
people find too demanding and which call them beyond that
which they are able to live up to. Either way, the results
suggest that the former ways of interacting with God are
more effective and self affirming.

Sharing Religious Experience
The similarities among these people were most evident
within denominational groups. This similarity was evident
in the extent to which they shared common understandings
of themselves, their world and their God, the way they
organised their understandings and the effectiveness of
their predictions, that is, the entire construing process.
This commonality appeared to facilitate meaningful,
positive interactions with each other, which increased
with longer commitment and involvement. The importance of
the social and communal aspects of religious experience
has been evident in many of the results of this study. As
noted, the gathering of Christians together as a community
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of people who will be known for the way that they love
each other is a basic biblical tenet, and is thus implied
by dominant religious theories. It seems most likely that
these people are initially drawn together on the basis of
some common understandings. However, this commonality
seems to be built up over time and may come to pervade
much of their experience, as they become more involved in
each others' lives and experiment together. For some
groups of these people the community aspects appeared to
have become most important, while for other groups the
community aspects flowed from superordinate meanings
involving more spiritual understandings of life. There was
a tendency for some denominational groups to emphasise
loving, supportive relationships with other people and
with God, while other groups focussed more on the
authority of God in their lives and behaving themselves in
certain ways. This may reflect current teaching in a
denomination, about what is important, what expectations
are appropriate and how God should be understood. It may
also reflect the collective experimenting with ways of
interpreting experience and living out the religious life.

Implications for Living
It is evident that within religious experience, as it
has been expressed by these people, there is potential for
enriching a sense of integration, personal effectiveness
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and positive interpersonal interaction, and there is also
the potential for internal struggle and clashes with the
external world. The latter may be a result of the meanings
involved in religious experience, or the ways these
meanings are used to understand and anticipate various
areas of living. It may be part of the process of
integrating religious anticipations into the construct
system for many people. Some people seem to do this in
ways which become effective for them. For other people,
the day to day uncertainties or the struggle to maintain
the implied core identity may result in religious
experience being relegated to a peripheral place in their
theories of living.

Implications for Theology and Psychology
Understanding the content, organisation and
effectiveness of religious construing, and the process of
change over time, is important, not only for psychologists
and theologians in their search for knowledge, but also
for those who teach about the nature of God and the living
out of religious life. These findings also have
implications for those who seek to explore understandings
of the world for themselves and who may incorporate
religious understandings into their experience.
The formulation of religious experience I now have is
by no means a tight definition. The collective experience
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of these people, who have formed their own theories about
life and have incorporated religious understandings, has
been documented here as a permeable framework of
understanding which might in future embrace understandings
not yet thought of and which might provoke a wide range of
experimental ventures. If future research into religious
experience, be it in a formal scientific framework or an
individual's personal exploration, is less preemptive and
more propositional than past research, then the way has
indeed been made for new possibilities in the science of
psychology.
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APPENDIX 1
The Personal and Religious History Questionaire

The following questions are related to your past and
current religious experience. The information you will
supply in this questionaire will be treated
confidentially. The data will be used for my PhD research,
which is an exploration of people's religious experience.
No names will be used in the research. Thank you for your
participation and cooperation.

Carol Preston

1. NAME

2. SEX

3. AGE

4. YEARS OF FORMAL EDUCATION

5. MARITAL STATUS

6. NUMBER OF CHILDREN

7. OCCUPATION

8. INCOME
WAGE
SPOUSE SUPPORT
PARENTAL SUPPORT
PENSION.
GOVERNMENT BENEFITS

9. PLEASE BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOUR INTERESTS (HOBBIES, CLUBS,
ACTIVITIES)
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10. ARE YOU A MEMBER OF A CHURCH OR OTHER RELIGIOUS
GROUP?

11. WHAT IS THE NAME OF THE DENOMINATON/
GROUP?

12. HOW OLD WERE YOU WHEN YOU FIRST JOINED THE
CHURCH/GROUP

13. BRIEFLY DESCRIBE WHY YOU JOINED THE
CHURCH/GROUP

14. ARE/WERE YOUR PARENTS
THE SAME DENOMINATION...
A DIFFERENT DENOMINATION
A DIFFERENT RELIGION
NON-RELIGIOUS

15. WHEN YOU WERE GROWING UP, WERE YOUR PARENTS VIEWS
ABOUT RELIGION:
STRICT
COMMITTED
NOMINAL
LIBERAL
DISINTERESTED
DIVIDED
OTHER

16.. DO YOU ATTEND CHURCH SERVICES
NOT AT ALL
OCCASIONALLY
MONTHLY
WEEKLY
MORE OFTEN

17. ARE YOU INVOLVED IN OTHER CHURCH/RELIGIOUS
ACTIVITIES

18. IF SO, PLEASE DESCRIBE THEM
BRIEFLY

19. HOW IMPORTANT IS YOUR RELIGIOUS LIFE TO YOU?
MORE IMPORTANT THAN ANYTHING ELSE
AS IMPORTANT AS OTHER ASPECTS
OF LIFE (WORK, FAMILY, FRIENDS)
IMPORTANT, BUT NOT AS IMPORTANT
AS OTHER ASPECTS
NOT VERY IMPORTANT
NOT IMPORTANT AT ALL
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APPENDIX 2
An Example of a Completed Repertory Grid
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Honest expression

Bottled Up
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Involvement

Isolation
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Reaching expectations
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Usefulness, purpose

No motivation
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Encouragement

No goals
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Honestly sharing

Falsehood

7 5 5 6 5 4 4

Acceptance, concern

Lack of love
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APPENDIX 3
An Example of a Completed Implications Grid
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APPENDIX 4
A Modified Version of the Sociality Scale to Assess
Relationships with God

Score:
Sal
(Reactor)

SOLIDARITY
Where God is referred to as a source of
help, strength or support, as nurturing,
supplying needs, or where participants
refer to putting their trust in God.

Sa2
(Initiator)

Where participants refer to working with
or aiding God in some goal, or including
God in their plans.

Sa3

Where the participants refer to self and

(Joint)

others (we) being supported, helped by God.

Score

INTIMACY

Sbl

Where God is referred to as a source of
personal satisfaction, where He is
construed as loving, being close, caring

Sb2

Where the participants refer to loving God
or making an effort to be close to God,
to deepen the relationship.
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Sb3

Where the participants refer to self and

others (we) being close to or loved by God.

Score: INFLUENCE
Scl Where God is referred to as a guide,
director, planner of life, or where the
participant refers to handing life over to
God, or obeying God.

Sc2 Where the participants construe themselves
as having influenced or directed God's
decisions or behaviour.

Sc3 Where God is construed as having directed or
guided self and others, or participants
refer to self and others (we) having
influenced God's decisions or behaviour.

Score: SHARED INTERACTION
Sdl Where the participants refer to being in
God's presence, or experiencing God,
without clarification.
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Sd2

Where the participants refer to speaking

to God, praying to God, or relating to God,
without clarification.

Sd3 Where the participants refer to self and
others (we) in relationship with God, or
having shared experience of God, without
clarification.
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Religious Commitment and Psychosocial Maturity
Carol A. Preston and Linda L. Viney
University of Wollongong
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Abstract
This research explored the relationship between religious
commitment and psychological well-being. Both concepts were
defined using a personal construct approach which allowed
the research participants to describe the aspects of their
religious experience and psychological functioning which
were important and relevant for them. A group of 150
religious people was compared on psychosocial maturity with
a matched, normative group. The religious group was found
to differ significantly from the comparison group in
maturity level. Associations between certain aspects of
religious commitment and psychosocial maturity were also
explored within the religious group. The level of
psychosocial functioning differed in relation to the types
of relationships people had with their God, and with other
people and with their emotions. The study indicates the
value of attending to the complexity of experience-based
concepts such as religious commitment and psyoholgioal
well-being.
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Religious Commitment and Psychosocial Maturity
The relationship between religious commitment and the
broadly defined concept of psychological well-being has
been the subject of extensive empirical investigation
during the past two decades. In spite of theory based
predictions that adherance to conventional religious
doctrines and good mental health would be antithetical to
each other (Ellis, 1962; Freud, 1950; Fromm, 1963), the
findings of these studies generally suggest that
religiosity is positively related to well-being. Recent
reviews of psychological well-being (Diener, 1984) indicate
the complexity and multidimensionality of this concept.
However, only single dimensions of well-being have usually
been considered by researchers interested in its
relationship to religiosity. Ego-strength (Hood, 1974),
self-esteem (Benson & Spilka, 1973), competence (Pargament,
Steele & Tyler, 1979), anxiety (Baker & Gorsuch, 1982;
Sturgeon & Hamley, 1982) and reports of life satisfaction
(Hadaway & Roof, 1978; MoCann, 1962; Shaver, Lenauer &
Sadd, 1980) are examples. The concept of religiosity, too,
has often been oversimplified in this research literature.
It has been represented by measures such as church
affiliation, frequency of attendance at religious services,
participation in religious activities, the reported
importance of religious commitment and intrinsic-extrinsic
religious orientation.
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This study was designed to investigate the

relationship between religious commitment and psychological
well-being with a theoretical perspective which takes into
account their multidimensionality. Personal construct
theory (Kelly, 1955) has been chosen for this research
because it provides both a theoretical base and a
methodology for exploring more adequately these areas of
human experience. Personal construct theory assumes that
people develop a set of constructs with which they
interpret and anticipate their world. From this perspective
the religious aspects of people's lives are seen as part of
their total meaning systems. How these constructs are
incorporated into people's understanding of their worlds
depends on their past and current experiences. If religious
constructs have come to play a key role in people's
interpretations of their lives, they will provide a
foundation for their emotional and social experiences as
well as their behaviours (Preston, 1983; in press).
While behavioural factors such as ohuroh affiliation and
participation may be indicators of religious constructs,
they need not be so. People's subjective experience and
understanding of their religious commitment should be
directly assessed together with their interpersonal and
emotional experience. If psychologists are to achieve an
adequate understanding of the complexity of human religious
commitment they must include all of these aspects when
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evaluating psychological functioning in relation to
religious experience. One of the most common subjective
elements of reported religious commitment is expressed in
terms of a relationship with God or the divine. However, to
measure psychological correlates of belief in God tells us
little about how people experience this relationship or
what role they perceive God to play in their lives.
Personal construct theory provides the understanding of the
character of people's relationship with God from their own
perspective. Further, for many people religious commitment
has to do not only with a relationship with God but also
with other people. The tendency for religious experience to
involve affiliation with a particular group of people can
be understood in the light of Kelly's (1955) notions of
social interaction. People form groups together on the
basis of common understandings or expectancies, that is,
common constructs, which are the basis of meaningful
relationships between the members of the group. How people
experience these relationships is important in our
understanding of their relevance to religious commitment.
From this perspective the emotions which are part of
experience can also be understood. Kelly saw emotional
experience as a reflection of what was happening within the
construct system. If people's experiences of life validate
and justify their constructs then they will experience
positive emotions. If they are being confronted with events
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for which their constructs cannot account, they will
experience the anxiety of not understanding and not being
able to anticipate effectively. Hostility Kelly saw as
occuring when anticipations are invalidated and people
attempt to extort validational evidence rather than
abandoning or changing constructs. Guilt he defined as the
awareness that there is a discrepancy between one's own
behaviour and one's own self constructs or core identity.
This personal construct theory model can be applied
not only to religious commitment, but also to the concept
of psychological well-being. People in different age groups
differ in how they demonstrate this well-being (Viney and
Tyoh, 1985). It is apparent in the constructs they use to
discuss themselves and their worlds. These constructs
follow the epigenetio developmental sequence observed by
Erikson (1950,1958). According to his theory full
psychological maturity or integration is rarely achieved.
The psychosocial tasks with which developing people are
concerned up to and through adolescence are different from
those tasks which are of major concern to them in mid and
later life. Their constructs also differ. Erikson (1964)
has maintained that men and women develop, not only as
individuals, but towards mutual enhancement of experience,
distribution of labour and concern for mankind. This
process of psychosocial maturity he viewed as the product
of inner conditions and changing environmental and social
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conditions. It was psychosocial maturity, then, which was
considered in this study. This is because, by examining the
constructs which people use to describe their current
experience, we can assess the psychosocial tasks with which
they are dealing and gain an understanding of the degree to
which their level of psychological functioning is effective
for them.
Given that religiously committed people have available
to them a social environment characterized by common
experience, common understandings of the purposes and
meaning of life, and support in the testing of their
predictions about life, we would expect to find a degree of
commonality of orientation to psychosocial maturity.
Further, we would expect to find that ways of construing
experiences relat-ed to religious commitment would be
associated with differences in psychosocial maturity.
Although these are relatively unexplored concepts, some
general hypotheses about relationships between religious
commitment and psychosocial maturity were formulated. On
the basis of our personal construct model we hypothesised
that:
1. there would be differences in the psychosocial
maturity of a group of people who reported religious
commitment and a matched, normative sample;
2. no relationships would emerge between some of
the previously studied dimensions of religious
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participation and psychosocial maturity;
3. associations between perceived interaction with
God and psychosocial maturity would be indentified for
the religious group;
4. associations between interpersonal interaction
and psychosocial maturity would be identified for this
group; and
5. associations between emotions related to
religious experience and psychosocial maturity would
be found for this group.
Method
The Research Participants
The research participants with religious commitment
were 150 members from seven Christian churches in an
Australian city. The churches were chosen because they
represented the major denominations of the Christian
religion, with which the majority of Australians are
affiliated (Hynd, 1984). The churches were approached by
the senior researcher and a request was made for volunteers
to be part of an exploration of people's religious views
and experiences. Volunteers gave their names and phone
numbers to a church leader and these were passed on to the
researchers. All volunteers were included in the study.
They were contacted and interviewed at their convenience in
their homes. Eighty one of the participants were women, 69
were men. They were aged from 16 to 75 years. The length of
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their church membership ranged from one to 61 years. The
number from each church varied: 40 were Catholic (27% of
the sample), 32 Anglican (21%), 27 Uniting Church (18%), 17
Church of Christ (11%), 13 Baptist (9%), 13 Pentecostal

(9%) and 8 Salvation Array (5%). Though the number from eac
of these denominations was small, oencus figures indicate
that the distribution resembles that for affiliation with
these denominations in the Australian population: Catholic

34%, Anglican 34%, Uniting 7%, Church of Christ 1%, Baptist
1%, Pentecostal 0.5% and Salvation Army 0.5% (Hynd, 1984).
Further, because the aim of the study involved collection
of complex and extensive data in personal interviews, the

number of participants needed to be small enough to do this
adequately.
A comparison group of 150 people, matched for sex and
age with the religious group, were also included in the
study. These people were drawn from a larger, normative
sample (n=813) which had provided data for the development
of scales assessing psychosocial maturity (Viney & Tych,

1985). None of the people in this sample were considered to
be physically ill or psychologically disturbed. They were
drawn from schools, colleges, families in the community,
unemployed and working people and elderly people in
community groups. They included a wide range of
socio-economic status, as did the religious group. Their
religious beliefs were not known. They were approached in
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their natural settings and invited to contribute to the
study. The response rates ranged from 65% to 100%.
Procedure
The interviews for the religious group included
questions about religious participation as well as
demographic data. All the participants were asked to
respond on tape to the request: "Would you talk for a few
minutes about your life at the moment, the good things and

the bad, what life is like for you now". The verbalizations
from both groups were transcribed and broken into clauses.
Then content analyses scales were applied to the
transcripts. The inter-rater reliability for these scales
between three independent raters ranged from 0.80 to 0.98.

The raters were blind, at the time of scoring, to the group
from which each verbalization came. Content analysis of
verbal communication collected in this manner has been
selected as a sensitive yet rigorous method of assessment
of the experiential aspects of religious commitment and of
psychosocial maturity. These content analyses scales allow
for the exploration of constructs which are relevant and
meaningful to the participants and yet also permit
soundly-based measurement (Viney, 1983a). Scale scores are
weighted according to the length of each verbalization in

order to control for the effects of this factor. The scales

have been used for the exploration of many aspects of human

experience (Viney, 1983b; Viney & Preston, in press; Viney,

Religious Commitment

343

Westbrook & Preston, 1985) and have been shown to have both

inter-judge reliability and construct validity (Gottschalk,
1979; Viney, 1983a; Viney and Tych, 1985).
Types of relationships and roles in relationships with

God and with other people were assessed using the Sociality

Scale (Preston & Viney, in press; Viney & Westbrook, 1979).
There are four types of relationships included in this
Scale. The first are solidarity relationships which are

scored when research participants make reference to helping
and supporting interactions, for example, "Everyone here
has been so kind to me". The second, intimacy
relationships, are scored when reference is made to close,
empathio interactions, such as "I can tell him everything
about myself". The third, influence relationships, are
scored when the participants talk about interactions

involving power, status and control, such as "She showed me
what I should do". The last category consists of shared
interactions which are scored when the participants refer
to relating to others without clarifying the type of
interaction. An example of this is: "I was bought up in a
church family". The scale also includes an assessment of

the different roles reported in interactions. These include
the reactor role, the initiator role and a joint role in
which the interactions are shared jointly with others. In
this study, when the participants referred to any
interactions with God, these were scored separately using
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the same content categories. The kind of statements which
were included for this scale are: "God is always there to
help me", "I know that Jesus really loves me", I ask God to
guide me in all my decisions" and "We all felt God's
presence".
The emotional components of experience were also
measured by content analyses scales. The Cognitive Anxiety
Scale (Viney & Westbrook, 1976) was used to assess
uncertainty. Statements scored for this scale include:
"Sometimes none of this makes any sense to me". Hostility
was measured by the Hostility Scale (Gottschalk & Gleser,
1969), which is scored for statements such as "He ought to
be told that he's doing the wrong thing". The Positive
Affect Scale (Westbrook, 1976) was used to measure good
feelings, for example, "I have so much peace in my life".
The fourth aspect of emotional experience was assessed
using personal constructs which were elicited from each
participant in the religious group as part of the interview
(Fransella & Bannister, 1977). They represented their
perceptions of themselves in relation to their religious
experiences. The participants were asked to rate themselves
on their constructs and give a rating of how they would
like to be. This procedure yielded a measure of discrepancy
between perceived self and core constructs, or guilt, in
personal construct terms.
Psychosocial maturity was assessed using the Content
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Analysis Scales of Psychosocial Maturity (CASPM). These

scales include eight subscales which measure the constructs
used at each of Erikson's eight stages of psychosocial

development (Viney & Tych, 1985). Statements are scored for

trust/mistrust when participants indicate concern with this
aspect of psychological functioning, for example, "I know
that I'm going to heaven", or "There's not really support

from the church group". Autonomy/constraint is indicated by
statements such as "I'm ready to take that next step", or
"I knew that I couldn't cope any more". Initiative/
hesitancy includes statements such as "I like trying out
new things" or "I don't think I could do that by myself".
Examples of industry/inferiority include: "I'm involved in
further study now", or There's no satisfaction in my work

anymore". Affinity/isolation is scored for statements like:
"I have friends I can share everything with", or "I'm not
comfortable with these people". Identity/identity
diffusion includes, "I understand myself better now" or
"I'm changing all the time really". Examples of
generativity/stagnation are: "My family is the most
important thing to me" or "I don't suppose I've achieved
anything at all". Integrity/despair is scored for
statements like: "I really think I've had a good life", or
"Sometimes it's all very depressing". Each pair of
subscales can be considered jointly, to indicate the
participants' overall concern with that stage of
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psychosocial development, or separately, to identify
participants' use of positive and negative constructs at
that stage.
Analys is
Multivariate Analyses of Variance (MANOVAS) were used
to compare the religious group and the normative group on
psychosocial maturity, to assess the relationship between
religious denomination and psychosocial maturity within the
religious group. Canonical Correlations (CANCORRS) were
used to assess the relationships between the set of eight
pairs of psychosocial maturity (CASPM) scores and six sets
of variables for the religious group. The variable sets
consisted of Types of Interaction with God, Roles in
Interaction with God, Types of Interaction with Other
People, Roles in Interaction with Other People, Emotions
and Religious Participation. This last set included Length
of Religious Involvement, Frequency of Attendance,
Importance of Religious Involvement and the Number of
Religious Activities in which each participant was
involved.
Results
MANOVA comparing the religious and matched comparison
groups (Hypothesis 1) revealed a significant difference,
F(8,291)=23.90, p<.001. The religiously committed group
were significantly higher on trust/mistrust, industry/
inferiority, affinity/isolation and generativity/
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stagnation, and lower on identity/identity diffusion. Table
1 shows the univariate analyses, means and standard
deviations for this comparison. When the paired variables
were considered separately the religious group scored
significantly higher than the matched comparison group for
trust, autonomy, industry, affinity and generativity and
lower on constraint, identity diffusion, stagnation and
despair, F(16,283)=27.37, p<.001.
The results for Hypothesis 2 were as follows. No
significant relationship was found between psychosocial
maturity and church denomination within the religious
group. CANCORR revealed no significant relationship between
psychosocial maturity and religious participation.
CANCORRS, used to assess the patterns of association
between types of and roles in relationships with God and in
relationships with other people, revealed that all four of
the possible associations were significant (Hypotheses 3
and 4). The relationship between psychosocial maturity and
2

type of interaction with God, R=0.56, X(32,N=150)=86. 52,
p<.001, indicated that those participants high on
industry/inferiority and affinity/isolation and low on

trust/mistrust were experiencing more intimacy interactions
with God and less influence or solidarity interactions. For
relationship roles high trust/mistrust and low autonomy/
constraint, industry/inferiority, and affinity/isolation
were related to more reacting .and more joint interactions
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2

with God, R=0.51, X (24,N=150)=52.93, p<.001. Table 2 shows
the canonical coefficients for these analyses. The
relationship between psychosocial maturity and type of
2

interaction with people, R=0.48,X (32,N=150) =64.84,
P<.001, indicated that high affinity/isolation and
generativity/stagnation and low trust/mistrust and
initiative/hesitancy were related to many reports of
intimate relationships with other people. For relationship
2

roles, R=0.36, X(24,N=150) =40.15, £<.021, this same
pattern of psychosocial maturity was associated with much

reacting and initiating in relationships. Table 3 shows the
canonical coefficients for these analyses.
CANCORR revealed a significant relationship between
the emotions which were assessed and psychosocial maturity
(Hypothesis 5). Low initiative/hesitancy and high
generativity/stagnation were related to high positive
z
affect and low cognitive anxiety, R=0.58,X (32,N=150)
=87.10, p<.001. Table 4 shows the canonical coefficients
for this analysis.
Discussion
In discussing the results of this study we shall first
consider the differences in psychological maturity between
those people who reported religious commitment and the
matched comparison group. The findings related to
behavioural aspects of religious commitment will then be
discussed. Finally we shall discuss the results which we
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consider add most to our understanding of religious
commitment, that is, the patterns of association found

between psychosocial maturity and the subjective aspects of
religious commitment. In all these areas some support for

our general hypotheses was found. Replication of this study
with more specific hypotheses is now needed.
The comparison between the religious and normative
groups indicated that different psychological tasks were
being dealt with by the two groups. When the religiously
committed group described their lives they used more
constructs of trust, autonomy, industry, affinity and
generativity than the normative group. In other words they
showed a more positive outcome to Erikson's (1950, 1958)
conflicts of psychosocial maturity. These people were

experiencing a sense of creativity and achievement, as well

as closeness with others and the capacity to trust. However
they also expressed more isolation than the normative
group, suggesting that, while loving, close relationships
were evident in some areas of their lives, there were also
areas in which they felt left out or did not enjoy the
company of others. This result may reflect the observed
tendency for religious believers to be more "at home"

within the Christian community and less comfortable outside
that community. The comparison group used more constructs
expressing mistrust, constraint, identity diffusion,

stagnation and despair. They showed a greater struggle with
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some aspects of psychosocial development. They were thus
more likely to be feeling discouraged about the worth of

their lives, what they had generated, who they were and who
they could trust.
In accord with our predictions the more behavioural
variables, most used in defining religious involvement church affiliation, attendance, participation, importance
and length of commitment - were not found to be
significantly related to pysohosocial maturity. Thus our
results generally support previous findings of a positive

relationship between psychological well-being and religious
commitment. However they indicate the importance of
allowing the participants to identify the areas of

religious commitment and psychosocial development which are
important to them rather than limiting possible

relationships to those which might be found by using single
measures of religious participation and single dimensions
of psychological well-being, such as life satisfaction,

self-esteem or competence (Benson & Spilka, 1973; Hadaway &
Roof, 1978; Hood, 1974; McCann, 1962; Pargement, Steele &
Tyler, 1979; Shaver, Lenauer & Sadd, 1980).
The patterns of association between type of
relationship with God and psychosocial maturity suggest

that level of psychosocial functioning differs with the way
that a person construes and relates to God. Those

participants most concerned with trust tended to experience
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God as one who guides and directs, as well as one who
supports and nurtures. These are people whose experience
was marked by concern with their capacity to have faith in
others as well as themselves, and with their ability to
accept help from others. They were also likely to be
involved in much interaction with God, both responding to

God on a personal level and interacting with God conjointly

with other people. Those who perceived God primarily as one
they love and are loved by are those who showed more
concern about the psychological tasks of achievement or
productivity and closeness in relationships with other
people. These people, together with those who were also
concerned with autonomy, tended to have less interaction

with God than those concerned with trust and mistrust. This
result may be a validation of Erikson's (1968) notion that
a basic sense of trust is a vital need and the first
component of psychological development. Religion, he
suggested, was for some people a way of restoring or
developing a sense of trust in the form of faith. It is
apparent that for some people in this study there was a
focus on this stage of psychological and religious

development. The emphasis of their religious experience was
their ability to trust God to be supportive and in control

of their lives. Other people seemed to be focussing on more
mature aspects of psychological development. Religious

involvement for them involved a relationship with God based
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on mutual love and an emphasis on productivity, autonomy
and affinity with others.
This pattern was also reflected in reported
interaction with other people. Those who were less
concerned with their capacity for taking initiative and
trusting others and more concerned with the welfare of the
next generation and having warm reciprocal relationships
with others reported more intimate, loving interactions.
More reacting and initiating in relationships were reported
by these people, especially where there was also more
concern with evaluating the integrity of their lives. The
emotional components also add to our understanding of the
participants' experience, suggesting that psychosocial
development toward maturity is reflected in positive
emotional experience. Those people who were most concerned
with generativity and least concerned with initiative, were
experiencing most validation of their constructs and least
uncertainty about interpreting and anticipating their
world.
The approach in this study has highlighted the
differences in the ways people construe and experience
their religious commitment. This approach has also allowed
our research participants to identify the central concerns
of their own psychosocial development. People who choose to
construe their world and themselves in religious terms have
proved to be concerned with aspects of psychosocial
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maturity which are different from our comparison group.
Their psychological functioning centres, to a large degree,
on the relational aspects of psychosocial maturity. Their
level of psychological functioning varies with the way they
construe and experience their relationships with God and
with other people. Overall, their religious commitment may
be seen as a source of creativity, achievement, personal
power, the capacity for faith and personally satisfying
relationships. However, it is those who are concerned with
the higher, more altruistic aspects of psychosocial
functioning who have more personally satisfying
interactions with other people and with God and also feel
more contented with their lives in terms of their own
expectations.
The results of this study suggest that both
psychosocial maturity and religious commitment involve
progressive development and that the relationships between
these two aspects of personality can only be understood by
taking account of the complexity of human experience.
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Table 1
Univariate Analyses for Scores on the Content Analyses
Scales of Psychosocial Maturity when the Religiously
Committed group were Compared with the Matched Sample
by MANOVA. n=300

Variable

Group
Religious

M
17.92**

Trust/Mistrust

SD

Normative

M

SD

2.03

0.49

1.76

0.58

Autonomy/Constraint

2.16

1.54

0.42

1.46

0.57

Initiative/Hesitancy

0.35

1.51

0.40

1.48

0.66

Industry/Inferiority

8.65**

1.37

0.43

1.23

0.38

Affinity/Isolation

102.76**

1.59

0.46

1.06

0.55

Identity/Diffusion

8.26**

0.89

0.28

0.99

0.32

Generativity/Stagnati

3.99*

0.98

0.37

0.89

0.34

Integrity/Despair

0.76

0.83

0.33

0.87

0.35

*

Significant at p< .05

** Significant at p< .01
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Table 2
Canonical Coefficients for the Relationships between
Psychosocial Maturity Scores and Measures of Type of
Interaction and Role in Interaction with God for the
Religious Group n=150

Type of Interaction with God

Trust/Mistrust

-.66

Solidarity with God

-.64

Autonomy/Constraint .10

Intimacy with God . 30

Initiative/Hesitancy .10

Influence with God -.48

Industry/Inferiority .54

Sharing with God -.26

Affinity/Isolation .67
Identity/Diffusion .19
Generativity/stagnation .15
Integrity/Despair . 06

Role in Interacting with God

Trust/Mistrust

.69

Reacting

.44

Autonomy/Constraint

.36

Initiating

.25

Initiative/Hesitancy

.04

Joint Interacting

.72

Industry/Inferiority

.69

Affinity/Isolation

.43

Identity/Diffusion

.11

Generativity/stagnation .08
Integrity/Despair

.09
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Table 3
Canonical Coefficients for the Relationships between
Psychosocial Maturity Scores and Measures of Type of
Interaction and Role in Interaction with Others for the
Religious Group. n=150

Type of Interaction with Others

Trust/Mistrust

-.47

Solidarity with Others .27

Autonomy/Constraint -. 08

Intimacy with Others .90

Initiative/Hesitancy -.36

Influence with Other .01

Industry/Inferiority -.01

Sharing with Others .10

Affinity/Isolation .87
Identity/Diffusion -.26
Generativity/stagnation .35
Integrity/Despair . 07

Role in Interaction with Others

Trust/Mi strust

.71

Reacting

.81

Autonomy/Constraint

.04

Initiating

.53

Initiative/Hesitancy

.43

Joint Interacting

.08

Industry/Inferiority

.08

Affinity/Isolation

.56

Identity/Diffusion

.16

Generativity/stagnation .20
Integrity/Despair

.33

Religious Commitment

361

Table 4
Canonical Coefficients for the Relationship between

Psyohosooial Maturity Scores and Four Measures of Emotion
for the Religious Group. n=150

Trust/Mistrust

.26

Cognitive Anxiety

Autonomy/Constraint

.15

Positive Affect

Initiative/Hesitancy

.76

Guilt

-.07

Hostility

-.01

Industry/Infer i or ity .13
Affinity/Isolation

.25

Identity/Diffusion

.16

Generativity/Stagnation .36
Integrity/Despair

.09

-.56
.75

